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Abstract
In the Secunda secundae of his masterwork, the Summa Theologiae, Thomas Aquinas contends that reverence (an affection elicited by the gift of fear) is both the principle and cause of humility (an infused moral virtue). He suggests also that the relationship between fear and humility is emblematic of the relationship between the gifts of the Holy Spirit and infused virtues as such. This article examines these claims and explores their implications for understanding the contribution of the gifts to the infused virtues’ growth: as the theological virtues grow, the infused moral and intellectual virtues grow with them; yet this happens by the intermediate growth of the gifts. Although uncharted within the landscape of contemporary Aquinas studies, these claims are plainly attested in the Summa and corroborated by the Literal Exposition of Job and the Commentary on John.
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Introduction
In the Sayings of the Fathers, a certain brother asks Abba Cronius, ‘How can a man become humble?’ The old man responds in the simple language of the desert, saying only ‘through the fear of God’.1 It is generally perilous to speculate about the transmission of doctrine among the elders of Scetis; but one hazards very little, it seems, by noting that something akin to Cronius's dictum is preserved in John Cassian's Institutes. ‘The fear of the Lord’, writes Cassian, ‘is the beginning of our salvation and its keeper. For through this’, he continues, ‘when fear has penetrated a man's mind … humility is acquired’.2
The notion that the fear of God should cause humility echoes in the monastic tradition that Cassian shaped after the desert shaped him; hence Bernard of Clairvaux's insistence that ‘fear generates … humility’; hence, too, Aelred of Rievaulx's reminder that ‘this is the first cause of our humility, the fear of the Lord’.3 The monks under Bernard's and Aelred's care no doubt understood these remarks less as metaphysical explanations than as moral exhortations to heed the primordial counsel of Benedict of Nursia's Rule: ‘the first degree of humility is that a man always have the fear of God before his eyes’.4 Not that the authorities just named attest to a monolithic tradition of thought. Quite the contrary, the medieval mind knew not just one link between fear and humility, but several—a number of didactic connections, each inspired by the Holy Spirit, wending its way discreetly subsurface through the pages of holy Scripture. Very early, in the Lord's Sermon on the Mount, Augustine of Hippo hit upon one such link that proved no less influential than Cassian's. He tells us there that the beatitudes set down in Matthew 5 are morally correlate to the seven ‘spirits’ enumerated in Isaiah 11. For Augustine, the resulting septenary framework—according to which the ‘poor in spirit’ are those who humbly exhibit the ‘spirit of fear’—was a salutary propaedeutic to spiritual progress, not a moral theory.5 In the hands of his scholastic readers, however, it was fused into the very foundation of the theoretical framework through which centuries of Christians understood the virtues of Christian discipleship.
Perhaps no one did more to shape these developments than Parisian theologian, Philip the Chancellor. Under Philip, the seven spirits named by Isaiah (known since Carolingian times as dona—meaning ‘gifts’) came to be understood as habitual dispositions much like the moral and intellectual virtues, but different.6 Nearly everyone at the University of Paris, it seems, came to embrace the distinction between the gifts and virtues, though hardly two could agree on its rational basis.7
Thirteenth-century Paris was a world away from fifth-century Hippo, which was already a world away from Monte Cassino and the deserts of Egypt. But one can still find traces of both Cassian and Benedict—to say nothing of Augustine—in Thomas Aquinas's efforts to resolve the dispute precipitated by Philip's legacy. Those traces linger vividly in the Secunda secundae of the Summa Theologiae, where Thomas explains the relationship between humility and the gift of fear.As is said in Sirach 10:14, ‘the beginning of the pride of man is to turn away from God’—this is to wish not to be subject to God, and is opposed to filial fear, which reveres God. And so fear excludes the beginning of pride, on account of which it is given to counter pride. Nevertheless, it does not follow that it is the same as the virtue of humility, but that it is its principle; for the gifts of the Holy Spirit are the principles of the moral and intellectual virtues, as said above. But the theological virtues are the principles of the gifts, as established above.8


Thomas says here that reverence—the act of filial fear—is a remedy for pride. There is nothing surprising about that.9 What he goes on to say next, however, has given generations of readers good reason for pause. First, he says that fear (a gift of the Holy Spirit) is the principle of humility (an infused moral virtue). Then, second, he says the relationship between fear and humility is emblematic of a more general relationship between the gifts and infused virtues as such. To this he adds, finally, that both of these claims have been established in the preceding dialectic.
In the Prima secundae, Thomas explicitly states that the gifts are ‘derivations’ of the theological virtues.10 But at what point—in either the Prima or Secunda secundae—does he interpose the gifts as principles of the infused moral and intellectual virtues? A marginal gloss in the Leonine edition suggests that Thomas is harking back to I-II, q. 68, a. 4.11 But is he? For a theological genius such as Thomas, the particular considerations of the Secunda secundae may really be contained in the general investigations of the Prima. Even his most percipient readers, though, have yet to find the above-mentioned claims in this (or any) article of the Summa. John Capreolus, for his part, elected to ignore the passage—a strategy adopted by Thomas Cajetan, John of St. Thomas, and latter-day commentators such as Romanus Cessario and Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange.12 Naturally, the consequences of ignoring one of Thomas's stated views cannot be assessed without determining what that view is. The first step in this regard is to clarify in what sense one infused habit can be the principle of another.
Thomas notes in many places that a ‘principle’ (principium) is simply that ‘out of which’ (ex quo) or that ‘from which’ (a quo) something proceeds.13 The Commentary on the Metaphysics clarifies the idea by comparing the notion of a principle to that of a ‘cause’ (causa).But it should be known that, although a principle and a cause may be the same in subject, they nevertheless differ in idea; for this word principle implies a certain order; whereas this term cause implies some influx into the being of the thing caused.14


Wherever we find some kind of principle, there we must also find some kind of ‘order’ (ordo), that is, some plurality of things arranged in degrees of anteriority and posteriority.15 From this Thomas infers that ‘all causes are certain principles’ insofar as all causes are prior to their effects.16 Of course, it is not as though this only occurs to him upon glossing the fifth book of the Metaphysics. It is a fundamental constituent of the philosophical grammar espoused in all his works, right from the start.17 Even so, it throws only half-light on what it means for Thomas to say that the gifts are principles of the infused moral and intellectual virtues just as the theological virtues are principles of the gifts. For, as the Commentary makes plain, although ‘a principle and a cause may be the same in subject’, and although ‘all causes are certain principles’, it does not follow that every principle is a cause.18
What, then, does Thomas mean when he says, ‘filial fear … is [not] the same as the virtue of humility, but its principle’?19 Fortunately, we do not have to guess. In the Question on humility in the Secunda secundae, he states as though the plainest of truths that ‘humility is caused by divine reverence’ (causatur ex reverentia divina).20 Evidently, Thomas harbors no worry of being misunderstood at this juncture. And indeed, anyone who consults the surrounding context will find that his point is clear enough: humility, he is saying, is in some way generated by the gift of fear.
Thomas holds that all the infused virtues are infused by God simultaneously.21 The claim, then, cannot be that humility only comes to exist in the soul after one has begun to exercise the gift of fear. It is perfectly plausible, on the other hand, that he means to say the virtue of humility grows or increases by the gift of fear; in which case it would seem to follow, ipso facto, that all infused moral and intellectual virtues are made to grow by way of one or more of the gifts. I will argue that this is in fact what Thomas implies by calling the gifts principles of the moral and intellectual virtues and the theological virtues principles of the gifts. For Thomas, the theological virtues are prior to the gifts and the gifts are prior to the moral and intellectual virtues in the way all causes are prior to their effects. It follows that as the theological virtues grow, the other infused virtues necessarily grow with them. Yet this happens through the intermediate growth of the gifts.
Given how foreign these claims are to contemporary debates on Thomas's account of the infused virtues, I will hew to what I take to be only the most essential passages from the Summa and certain of the biblical commentaries. My chief purpose here is not to intervene in the debates just mentioned; I do, however, wish to point out what seems to me several crucial aspects of Thomas's moral theology that the contending parties have overlooked. Needless to say, the issues involved cannot be fully addressed in the space of a single essay. What follows, then, will be primarily an expository exercise, not an exhaustive interpretation.
Rather than presume to treat the breadth and sweep of virtues and gifts treated in the Secunda secundae, I will focus exclusively on the relation of humility to the gift of fear, from which I will derive several tentative conclusions pertaining to the relationship between the virtues and gifts as such. Proceeding from the particular to the general, then, the argument unfolds in five parts. (1) I begin by refuting some recent criticisms of Thomas's categorization of humility among the parts of temperance, both in order to clarify its matter and (2) to show in what sense its acts are regulated by the knowledge of one's own defects.22 Since for Thomas, such knowledge is precipitated by reverence, (3) I next examine its constituent properties and peculiar effects, in particular, the ‘perspective’ (ratio) that reverence fosters and which humility assumes in chastening the will. (4) The essential dependence of humility on the gift of fear made plain by these considerations is then illustrated by Thomas's exegetical efforts in the Literal Exposition of Job and the Commentary on John. Upon analyzing those efforts, I turn, finally, to (5) the relationship between the virtues and gifts en bloc.
Humility
Through the early works, Thomas's dossier of auctoritates, though already quite large, is hardly adventurous. The massive landslide of patristic sources that seem all at once to deluge his writings can be attributed to the sojourn in Orvieto.23 There, at the behest of Pope Urban IV, Thomas began the Catena aurea—a running commentary on the Gospels comprised solely of quotations from ancient Christian sources. The task afforded Thomas free reign of the newly relocated papal archives—and with it, access to works previously unknown or forgotten by the Latin West.24 One of those discoveries—Jerome's translation of a homily by Origen on the Magnificat—figures prominently in the Question on humility in the Secunda secundae.Origen, expositing Luke 1 (‘he looked at the humility of his handmaid’) says ‘in the Scriptures, humility is properly preached as one of the virtues, for the Savior says, “learn from me, for I am meek and lowly in heart”’.


Origen says, concerning Luke, ‘if you want to hear the name of this virtue, how it is also named by philosophers, listen to the same humility that God regards, which they call metriotes’—that is, measurement or moderation.25

In the Scriptum on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, Thomas had already begun to categorize humility among the potential parts of temperance. Here, in the Summa, Origen's identification of the Blessed Virgin's humility with metrius (in Latin, mensuratio or moderatio) is cited in support of that early intuition. The association of humility with temperance became classic during Thomas's ascendancy as the common doctor of the Church.26 More recently, the idea has drawn strident criticism—and from several different quarters. The most forceful critique would certainly be that of Vladimir Jankélévitch.27 But it was André Louf who popularized Jankélévitch's opprobrium in the brief tract, Way to Humility. Louf alleges that Thomas has followed Origen down ‘a perilous path, sown with traps’. More concretely, Louf contends that Thomas has inadvertently driven humility from its rightful place at the center of ‘Christian experience’ to its outer rim, where it languishes even now as mere ‘by-product’ of temperance.28 Citing Louf, Jane Foulcher goes further: ‘much is lost here’, she laments, not least ‘the theological character of humility, that is, its fundamental relationship to the life of God’.29 Such criticisms are based on fundamental misunderstandings, but they are a good reminder of how obscure Thomas's taxonomic categories can seem to even well-trained scholars.
For Thomas, a ‘potential part’ (parte potentiale) is no mere ‘by-product’ of another virtue; the designation refers quite simply to a virtue that somehow shares in the ‘power’ (potentia) of a more principal virtue.30 Temperance is the cardinal virtue of the ‘concupiscible’ (or ‘wanting’) power that moderates passions regarding pleasures of touch, especially the pleasures of food and sexual intercourse.31 So long as one grants (as one surely must) that the passions provoked by such things characteristically tend toward excess, Thomas's rationale for including humility among the potential parts of temperance is perfectly clear. Let us consider several of temperance's various other parts for a moment: ‘clemency’ (clementia); ‘gentleness’ (mansuetudo); ‘modesty’ (modestia); and ‘studiousness’ (studiositas).32 This list may seem compiled at random, but notice how all of the virtues just named pertain to the appetitive (or ‘desiring’) part of the soul; notice, too, that all have this in common, that each restrains or checks some ‘impulse’ (impetus) of one or more passions of the soul.33 Gentleness, for instance, restrains the impulse of anger; whereas studiousness chastens the desire for knowledge.34 Both are virtues in their own right. Thomas organizes them under the heading of temperance for the simple reason that, like temperance, each involves a kind of ‘restraint or pressing back’ (refrenatio vel repressio).35
That humility is best understood under the rubric of temperance, then, is for Thomas a taxonomic judgment—not a theological diminution. It means that humility, too, essentially consists in the constraint of ‘desire’ (appetitus), broadly construed.36 In particular, Thomas concludes that ‘[h]umility checks the movement of hope, which is a movement of the soul tending toward great things’.37 Crucially, the word ‘hope’ (spes) does not mean the same thing here as it does when Thomas is speaking of the homonymous theological virtue. It refers to an affection of the will, a kind of ‘stretching forth’ (extensio) of the appetite toward some arduous good.38 ‘Affections’ (affectus) are simple acts of will that are categorically distinct from ‘passions’ (passiones).39 Whereas passions are located in the sensitive appetite, and are always accompanied by some kind of bodily change, affections elicited by the rational or intellectual appetite—the will—involve no bodily change except ‘by way of overflow’.40 Notably, for Thomas, it is ‘from a man's affections [that] his mind is drawn to concentrate on those things toward which he is affected’.41 Since our affections can (and, it seems, very often do) tend toward things beyond our station, we need a virtue to check ourselves, a habitual disposition to desire no more than we ought in accordance to reason.
The Rule of Humility
‘Humility’, says Thomas, ‘tempers and restrains the soul, lest it tend immoderately to high things’.42 This may seem a straightforward claim; to glide over it too quickly, however, is to miss something essential to the present inquiry. Several questions must be posed here, the first of which is just this: on what basis are we meant to discriminate between reckless presumption and reasonable aspirations? Put in the technical language of Thomas's moral theory, what is the ‘rule’ (regula) or ‘measure’ (mensura) by which humility limits hope? The enumerable variations of human ability, temperament, skill, and circumstance prohibit Thomas from stipulating a simple formula. Different human beings relate differently to different goods. So, whether and how far it accords with reason to strive for some great good is something that must be determined in each case.43 Of course, that does not mean the affection of hope is exempted from rational scrutiny. This brings us to what Thomas calls the rule of humility:it belongs properly to humility that a man restrain himself, lest he tend toward things which are above him. For this it is necessary that one know in what way one falls short in relation to that which exceeds his power. And so the knowledge of one's own defects belongs to humility as a kind of rule guiding the appetite.44


Humility is a moral virtue seated in the will, not the reason or intellect. And yet it depends on a specific kind of knowledge. To limit one's affections according to reason, it is not enough to know whether the good hoped for exists within the general realm of possibility. The question one must ask, rather, is whether the good in question is possible for me. And this, Thomas notes, is something that cannot be determined without first taking inventory of what he refers to here as ‘one's own defectus’. I have kept the word in Latin for the moment to underscore its wide range of meaning in Thomas's works. I doubt that its significance in the present context can be rendered by a single term or phrase.
At times, Thomas speaks of defectus as a kind of ‘absence’ or ‘lacking’. More often in the discussion of morals, he uses the term ‘privatively’ to pick not out just an absence, but the absence of something where it should be.45 Synonyms for ‘defect’, ‘failure’, and ‘flaw’ would be appropriate translations in many contexts—but not all. Certainly the ‘common defects’ resulting from the fall—hunger, thirst, disease, death—constrain what we can do and what we can imagine ourselves doing; yet, even if one acknowledges the penal character of these conditions, a more felicitous rendering might be limitations. The ‘wounds of sin’—ignorance, malice, weakness, fear—may no doubt be called ‘defects’ in the ordinary sense; yet even these seem less deserving of the name than the ‘proper defects’ of vice that each of us acquires, not by common patrimony, but through the sin we freely choose. Why does any of this matter here? Because Thomas means for us to understand defectus inclusively—in the widest possible sense.
The reckoning that lies beneath humility is a reckoning with the truth of one's creatureliness. We are not gods. We are fragile, fallen creatures susceptible to illness, injury, and loss. The effects of original sin do not incline us to flee every evil and pursue all the good that we ought. Nor do the balms of grace entirely insulate us from temptation and demonic assault. We are not always wise, just, temperate, and courageous, even if we sometimes pretend that we are. Our wounded condition does not, in general, permit us to govern ourselves with the degree of confidence we too often project.46
Not that we are entirely bereft of good. No one has ever accused Thomas of denigrating the rough paths of habituation or the endowments of grace. What is too often neglected, however, is Thomas's unyielding stance that all of our virtue—both acquired and infused—is in the last analysis not our achievement but God's; whereas our defects can be attributed to no one but us, being ours and ours alone. ‘Two things can be considered in a man’, says Thomas, ‘that which is of God, and that which is of man. Now whatever pertains to defect belongs to man, but whatever pertains to salvation and perfection belongs to God.’47
It matters, then, that we become acutely aware of our own defects—our frailties and faults, our limits and shortcomings, our turpitude and dereliction, all of our sin and vice—lest we falsely claim what is not ours or aim for what is beyond our capacity. Hence, when it comes to cultivating humility, nothing could be more important than to ask: exactly how do we come to see ourselves as we are? It is precisely here that Thomas sees the inexorable causal dependence of humility on the gift of fear. For, according to Thomas, the self-knowledge by which humility constrains hope is not the result of mere introspection. It is an effect of divine reverence. Thomas makes this point explicitly when discussing the degrees of humility enumerated in Benedict's Rule.Humility is essentially established in the appetite, according to which one restrains the impulse of his soul, so as not to tend inordinately to great things; but its rule is in knowledge, namely, so that one does not take oneself to be above what one is. And the principle and root of both is the reverence that one has for God.48


Thomas is saying here that both these things—the constraining of hope and the knowledge of one's own defects—are related to divine reverence as though to a ‘principle and root’ (principium et radix). This last point is liable to seem more poetic than precise until we clarify what is meant here by reverence.
The Peculiar Effects of Reverence
From the Scriptum to the Summa—between the Literal Exposition of Isaiah, where he first treats the gifts, and the Commentary on the Psalms, in which he finds them metaphorically portrayed in the spiritual sense of David's prayers—Thomas takes ‘reverence’ (reverentia) to be an act of filial fear.49 More concretely, he considers reverence to be a composite affection—a certain ‘fear attached to love’ (timorem amori coniunctum).50 ‘Love’ in this instance specifically refers to dilectio, the ‘affection of charity’ resulting from the apprehension of God's goodness.51 ‘Fear’ is Thomas's shorthand for ‘wonder’ (admiratio), whose object is not simply the divine good, but the ‘very eminence of that good’ apprehended as ‘something exceeding one's capacity’.52 So defined, reverence is an affective response to the apprehension of God's majesty, in which the disparate effects of love and fear converge and combine: in the very moment we feel ourselves drawn toward God—suspended in revery by his inestimable goodness—the sheer sublimity of that goodness effects in us a certain contraction, a ‘shrinking back’ (resilitio) of the will.53 One of Thomas's most vivid descriptions of such moments can be found in the Scriptum: ‘to admire or revere’, he says, ‘happens when, by the consideration of such greatness, a man shrinks back into his own littleness’.54
The peculiar effects ascribed to reverence in the Scriptum remain stably present within Thomas's conception of fear up through the Tertia pars.55 This despite the fact that the Summa lays emphasis on an aspect of the gifts that the Scriptum altogether omits.56 I mean, Thomas's repeated insistence throughout the Secunda pars that the gifts make one ‘easily moveable’ by the ‘prompting’ (instinctus) of the Holy Spirit—a mode of divine inspiration he likens to a kind of ‘stirring’ (excitatio) or ‘touch’ (tactus).57 As such metaphors imply, Thomas takes the gifts to be habitual dispositions that enable one to be ‘acted upon’ by the Holy Spirit in such a way that ‘one also acts’.58 It follows that the ‘shrinking back’ characteristic of divine reverence—insofar as it is elicited by the gift of fear—is an affection that can neither be produced solely by one's own efforts nor simply be imposed from without; it is, rather, at once something we do and something done to us. Several questions could be posed here regarding the metaphysical and psychological entailments of these claims.59 Much more crucial for our purposes, however, is Thomas's claim that the reverence through which we come to a deeper sense of our own frailty is brought about by divine prompting: ‘the gifts of the Holy Spirit are certain habitual perfections of the powers of the soul, by which they are rendered easily moveable by the Holy Spirit. … Now this is what filial fear or chastity does, insofar as we revere God himself.’60
As a proleptic response to certain objections, I want to make two simple points. The first is that, however idiosyncratic these claims may seem, they are as much a part of Thomas's moral thought as the philosophical grammar with which he is more readily associated today. Already in the Literal Exposition of Isaiah, Thomas alludes to the way in which the contemplation of God lays bare our ‘smallness of knowledge’.61 Similarly, in the Commentary on Ephesians, he underscores the manner in which ‘holy meditation’ brings one face to face with the vanity of one's own creatureliness: ‘For the more a man is affected toward God, and knows him, the more he sees him as greater and himself as lesser—nay, almost nothing—in comparison with God’.62 What the Summa brings to the fore, in a way that his earlier works do not, is that we cannot be ‘affected toward God’ (afficitur ad Deum) except by the operations of the gifts.
The more important point here is that Thomas evidently takes himself to be describing in these passages something that the reader can experience, if only fleetingly: a felt sense of awe that seizes us in the recognition of God's majesty. Such moments cannot be summoned at will; they either come about through the Spirit's prompting, or not at all. So long as they last, though, we are at once made acutely aware of God's immeasurable perfection and—consequently—everything ‘feeble’ and ‘fading’ in our creaturely selves.63 At once, we are enabled by the Spirit's promptings to see the great chasm between what we are and what we pretend to be.
With these preliminaries in place, we can begin to see just how vital the experience of reverence is to the virtue of humility. According to Thomas, the ratio (meaning here ‘aspect’ or ‘perspective’) from which humility checks hope is a ratio borne out of filial fear:in checking the presumption of hope, the chief ratio is taken from divine reverence, from which it happens that a man does not attribute to himself more than befits him according to the station to which he has been assigned by God. Hence, humility especially seems to entail the subjection of man to God. And this is why Augustine, in the Sermon of the Lord on the Mount, attributes humility—by which he understands a spirit of poverty—to the gift of fear, by which a man should revere God.64


From the vantage of human reason, certainly, it can be seen as contrary to the natural order to set one's hopes on goods beyond one's reach. That, however, is not the ‘main ratio’ on account of which humility checks presumption. According to Thomas, the perspective from which humility constrains hope is a perspective that is ‘taken from divine reverence’. It is, in other words, this way of being ‘affected’ (afficiatur) by God through the offices of filial fear that supplies the vantage from which we may come to see ourselves truly, and so check our presumptive aspirations. Hence Thomas's insistence that ‘humility is caused by divine reverence’.65
The Example of Job
A single passage from the Commentary on John will illustrate these connections and situate them within Thomas's broader theory of the gifts. The Commentary was probably written within the year preceding the Secunda secundae. Here, in a brief interlude of spiritual exegesis, Thomas adverts to the way in which the reverence evoked in the context of divine contemplation leads to growth in humility:…the more intimate one becomes with God through love and contemplation, the more one esteems his excellence, the more one reveres him, and considers himself inferior. Job 42:5: ‘I have heard you with the ear, but now my eyes see you, and so I check myself, and do penance in dust and ashes’.66


At first glance, this passage may seem rather unremarkable. If we look more closely, however, we find a tightly linked chain of causes, where each member of the series exerts some type of efficient causality on the next. Each link in the chain is a particular act; each act is elicited by a particular virtue or gift. The first member of the series, ‘love’ (amor), is the affection of charity; the second—‘contemplation’—pertains to the gift of wisdom, which ‘has its cause in the will, namely charity’.67 Thomas notes that the intimacy ‘effected’ (efficitur) by the exercise of these two habits consists, most basically, in an increasingly deeper recognition of God's excellence. This in turn generates increasingly deeper reverence, by which one is then moved to check oneself in humility. How far this last effect depends on the experience of reverence can be seen if one removes it. That, I take it, is what Thomas is inviting us to consider by alluding to the example of Job.
The verses quoted serve to evoke an exemplary scene, where a man, clinging to the dust, is crying out to God in a moment of simultaneous wonder and self-castigation. In the Literal Exposition of Job, Thomas interprets the scene as an illustration of moral transformation. Through ‘divinely given inspiration’ (inspiratio interior divinitus facta), Job has glimpsed the majesty of God; and, in that same moment, he has come to see his own defects as though for the first time.68I had heard of thee by the hearing of the ear,
 but now my eye sees thee;
therefore I despise myself,
 and repent in dust and ashes. (Job 42:5-6)


According to Thomas, this pericope ‘shows by what means Job was changed’ (quare mutatus sit ostendit).69 The first line recounts a time when Job knew God only from a distance, and so could not see when ‘he was inwardly struck with some proud thought’.70 The ‘but’ in the second line marks the moment of transformation effected by a new and deeper sense of God's majesty: when Job says to God, ‘now I see you’, according to Thomas, he means ‘I know you more fully than before’ (plenius te cognosco quam prius).71 In the Exposition as in the Commentary, Thomas insists that these conditions bring about a new perspective from which Job sees himself more clearly. ‘Now the more one considers the righteousness of God, the more fully he sees his own fault, and that is why Job says, “therefore I check myself”’.72 The pericope concludes by making manifest in what way Job has changed: he has ‘grown’ (profecerat) in humility, and so he repents in dust and ashes—a fitting ‘sign of fragility’ and ‘humble satisfaction’.73 This is not a full-blown illustration of the doctrine of the Secunda secundae. But it does seem to suggest that, long before the Secunda secundae, Thomas was reaching for language to describe in what sense ‘filial fear, which reveres God … [is not] … the same as the virtue of humility, but its principle’.74
Conclusion
Thomas's penchant for tracing causes we take for granted, but his recurrent efforts to specify the relation of humility to the gift of fear suggests more than a temperamental quirk or a particular diligence in method. Let me close by suggesting what those efforts can and cannot tell us about the relationship between the virtues and gifts in general. Thomas says in many places that God alone is the cause of the infused virtues; that only he imparts them; and that only he brings about their increase.75 And yet, of course, we know that this is not the whole story. God is indeed the essential and proper cause of the growth of the infused virtues; but ‘our acts, too, are related to the increase of charity and the infused virtues, as disposing [causes]’.76 The recent proliferation of scholarly works on such topics could give the impression that Thomas somewhere treats them in exquisite detail. And yet, when we go looking for it in his works, any such explanation proves strangely elusive. The relevant premises are, for instance, more or less absent from the Scriptum and the early Disputed Questions on Truth. Nor are they clearly present in the Prima secundae's treatment of virtue in general (I-II, qq. 55–70).77 Admittedly, several inferences can be gleaned from Thomas's treatment of charity in the Secunda secundae; the cogency of those inferences ad mentem sancti Thomae, however, cannot be demonstrated textually except by a single remark from the Disputed Questions on Virtue. There (and, it seems, only there) Thomas explicitly states that ‘charity … when it grows, all the other virtues also grow proportionally in one and the same person’.78 Here again though, it must be admitted that Thomas offers little more than a basic schema.
If we are somewhat more attentive, however, to Thomas's remarks on the gifts of the Holy Spirit, we may find a trove of deliberately worked-out causal chains to fill in the gaps. I have sought here to elaborate just one part of just one of those chains. It would take much more than a brief conclusion to trot out the rest. To continue the present line of inquiry, a reader could turn once more to the Commentary on John—in which Thomas explains how ‘filial fear … is generated by charity’—before returning to the Secunda secundae, where he shows why ‘filial fear must increase when charity increases, as an effect increases with the increase of its cause’.79 One could then go on to examine in what sense ‘faith, too, is the cause of filial fear’, and why it is that ‘as hope increases, filial fear increases too’.80
A rapid sequence of quotations is no substitute for an argument, but the picture just sketched already indicates at least this much: when, in Question 19 of the Secunda secundae, Thomas says the gifts are the principles of the infused moral and intellectual virtues and the theological virtues are the principles of the gifts, he is describing in the broadest possible terms several relations of efficient causality.81 As the theological virtues grow, the other infused virtues grow with them; and yet it seems that, according to Thomas, the causal influence of the theological virtues on the other infused virtues is mediated by that of the gifts. That, at least, is the conclusion suggested by what Thomas says about the relationship, on the one hand, between the theological virtues and the gift of fear and the relationship, on the other hand, between the gift of fear and humility. Whether and to what degree we should accept this conclusion will depend, among other things, on the extent to which the relationships between the virtues and gifts as such can be generalized from the relationships obtaining between the particular habits just named. Perhaps then we should proceed with caution.
The gifts of the Holy Spirit, though few in number, ‘extend to all those things to which the virtues extend, both intellectual and moral’.82 Some are annexed to the theological virtues, whose various acts they variously complement and assist; others bear on the widely different matters of the cardinal virtues and their vast array of potential parts. Some are concerned with difficulty and danger; others pertain to the ‘ordinary matters’ of justice.83 Nor should we suppose that the causal priority of the gifts means that the gifts cannot be reciprocally disposed to increase by the growth of the infused virtues which they aid and perfect. One whose appetites have been made obedient to reason by the infused moral virtues, doubtless, is better disposed to heed the Spirit's promptings than one whose desires remain in thralldom to the distortions of vice.84 The nexus of relations between the gifts and virtues is extremely rich and complex, then. No one—not even Thomas—could reduce them to a simple slogan. But clarity on just a few matters is surely worth something, to the degree it is possible, perhaps especially when it comes to humility and the fear of God.85
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