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JEN YEARS AGO this spring, Tur TromMmIsT edged iis
way into the ranks of American magazines, with a word
of explanation, almost of apology, on its lips. In view

of the high aims it set for itself, there was reason for both
explanation and apology. In founding Tur Tuomist, its
Editors, the Dominican Fathers of St. Joseph’s Province, offered
to the English-speaking world the first speculative quarterly
devoted exclusively to the presentation of theology and philos-
ophy. This in itself is a high aim, but Tae TroMIST Was aimed
higher still. Its Editors proposed to present theology and
philosophy in a manner proportioned to the demands and needs
of the professional and the non-professional alike.

The prospects of success in achieving such an aim were not
encouraging. In itself the aim was dubbed difficult, if not
impossible, of attainment. Further, it was said, there was no
room in America for such a journal; theologians and philos-
ophers worthy of the name were thought rare; such as there
were had little speculative bent. From another point of view,
the times were not right for such a venture. War was in the air;
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the practical exigencies of a period of stress and tension would
doom such a review to a death from inattention.

In spite of these very plausible points of argument, the first
number of THE TuoMist appeared in the spring of 1939. Many
of the prophecies proved true. The task of producing the kind
of review envisioned was indeed difficult; no one realized the
short-comings of the product better than the Editors. Also, not
many people, relatively—so it turned out—are interested in
that sort of thing even when it is accomplished. The war
indeed came, almost upon the heels of the first number. It
narrowed the choice of contributors, eliminating almost com-
pletely those European writers upon whom the Editors had
depended. All European circulation was wiped out, foreign
circulation in general was reduced to a trickle.

Somehow Tue TromIisT rode out the storm, despite the
unpromising beginning and the first diflicult years. To have
even weathered this last decade has been an accomplishment,
for it was not a time which smiled on journals which were
frankly speculative. However, Tar Tromist’s accomplish-
ments have not been confined to preserving its own existence.
It has achieved its high aims, if not always and in each one of
its efforts, at least with sufficient frequency to give it, to-day,
an established position of honor the world over. The courage
of its founders, the generous loyalty of its sponsors, the labors
of its staff have been vindicated, and it enters its second decade
with the knowledge of achievement and a consciousness of
responsibility.

Through the work of THrE TrHomisT, the wisdom of St.
Thomas, which is the wisdom of the Christian Church, has
found a wider public and a deeper understanding in the modern
world. It does not seem too much to say that through Tur
Traomist that wisdom has received a more universal application
to human- affairs. Few subjects which arrest or concern the
modern man have been neglected in its columns. War and Peace,
Marriage and the Family, Democracy, a Supranational Society,
Existentialism, Psychiatry and Human Conduct, these are but
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a few of the practical aspects of modern living which have been
illumined by the clear light of speculative thought.

But, while we review something of our accomplishments, it
is not with any sense of satisfaction with a work perfectly done.
There is much more to do, there is a nearer approximation of our
aims to be worked towards. And, while Tar THoMIsT can be
proud of its achievements in our own land and in many others,
it hopes to advance constantly the frontiers of its influence in
the years which lie ahead. If the past is any promise of the
future, the courage, loyalty, and labor which made the first ten
years of Tae TaoMisT’s life successiul should advance it ever
further i the realization of its aims, in future decades.

In its ten years of life Tae TrOoMIST has rejoiced to see itself
joined by other reviews of like, if not identical, aims. On the
occasion of this tenth anniversary of Tur THoMIsT, its Editors
are particularly happy to welcome a review which is close to it
in blood, in sympathy, and in aim. This new review, Cross
AND Crown, edited by the Dominican Fathers of St. Albert’s
Province, a Thomistic Review of Spiritual Theology, will fill
a long-felt need. It will be the only magazine in America
devoted to an exposition of the principles and practices of the
spiritual life, written for all classes and all vocations.

The Editors of Tue Tromist bope that as the decades roll
by, the English speaking world and especially our own land,
may experience a quickening sympathy to the wisdom of St.
Thomas, throught the combined efforts of the Tae TrOoMIST
and its younger brother, Cross anp CrowN.

Trae Eprrors.
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- 7 RITING of twelfth century Bernard Sylvestris,
Miss Waddell has pointed to the conflict of poet
/ and philosopher. “The poet in Bernard . . . has
his moments of rebellion against the muddy vesture of decay,
of lament for the ‘ poor soul, centre of my sinful earth,’ for
‘the gross body’s treason.” . . . ‘ From splendour to darkness
from Heaven to the Kingdom of Dis, from eternity to the
bodies by the House of the Crab are these spirits doomed to
descend, and pure in their simple essence, they shudder at the
dull and blind habitations which they see prepared.” But when
he comes to the making of man in that place of green woods
and falling streams, he holds, plainly and determinedly, the
dignity of his creation. . . . Only, he would have a man fix
his eye upon the stars, and his term ended, thither let him
go . .. ‘perfect from the perfect, beautiful from the beautiful,
eternal from the eternal: from the intellectual world the sensi-
ble world was born: full was that which bore it, and its pleni-
tude fashioned it full’ The war between the spirit and the
flesh has ended in a Trace of God, even as the Last Judgment
of the Western rose-window in Chartres melts into ‘ heaven’s
own colour, blue.” St. Bernard of Clairvaux spoke of the dung
heap of the flesh; Bernard Sylvestris saw in their strange union
a discipline that made for greatness, and the body itself a not
ignoble- hospice for the pilgrim soul. The spirit is richer for
its limitations: this is the prison that makes men free. His
Adam is the Summer of Chartres Cathedral, naked, fearless,

95 1

and unbowed. . .
This long quotation from a brilliant study of medieval

humanities shows something of the complexity, the extremely
variegated nature, the intensity, of this question of Man in

1 Helen Waddell, The Wandering Scholars, pp. 121, 122.
136
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the Middle Ages. It is all too easy to simplify the medieval
man and turn him into a doll, either the evil leering marionette,
or the immovable statue of a saint. The average modern
opinion tends to regard all the ideas about man of that earlier
age as corrupt and materialistic. A recent book by a Quaker
author shows how the Holy Spirit was released by the Refor-
mation. According to this view, man had been buried beneath
an ecclesiastical system of centralised truth which prevented
him from thinking for himself; it had utterly quenched the
Spirit.” He is taking for granted the authenticity of the pic-
ture painted by Coulton, Moorman and many other so-called
historians of the Middle Ages. In that picture, great accuracy
of detail with the more sombre and earthy colours had left a
total impression that can have little connection with reality.
Medieval man as seen from the registers of episcopal visita-
tions and monastic prisons is a gross materialist, all body and
no soul. His life is one of competition in a struggle to triumph
over his neighbour, with the clergyman always most successful
in filching money and land from the laity, and the chief clergy-
man, the Pope, the perfect forerunner of the soulless modern
authoritarianism.

To dip one’s brush into the hvelier, brighter colours is a
temptation. In order to confound the overaccurate historian,
we could depict a man of wisdom and culture, shining with the
best traditions of ancient Greece and Rome blended with the
spiritual glories of Augustine, Chrysostom, Gregory, and Cyril.
Medieval hagiography would offer grounds for showing the
men of that age to be more angels than men, dispensing with
their bodies like St. Catherine unable to take food, developing
their minds like St. Thomas whose body was large but almost
ignored, or exhaling their souls in the tenderest but mightiest
love, like St. Francis and St. Clare. We could tour the great
medieval Cathedrals and admire the artist so preoccupied in
the work of his hands that his name is forgotten and he is
known only by what he had done, even as without grace God
is known not by name but by His creation. We could sing with

2G. F. Nuttall, The Holy Spirit in Puritan Faith and Experience, p. 4.
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the troubadours of the divine love hidden within the beloved’s
human breast, and we could modulate imperceptibly from that
intensity of human song to the sweet plaint of plain chant
which was so desirable as to have led the Cluniacs to spend
their whole day at it. We could, finally, follow the mystical
teaching of those men who would live in heaven while still
sitting in their hermitages and anchorholds, the men who
inherited Plato through Dionysius, the wisdom of the East
through Avicenna. To take any one of these aspects and de-
velop it into a whole portrait of medieval man is tempting
because it could be encompassed without too much complexity.
To take them all without the Coulton category tempts also
because it is easy and pleasant to swing on the end of a pen-
dulum. But if we were to give a true picture we should have
to gather all these pigments together and work out a balanced
portrait of a man into whom stream many traditions and from
whom proceed the greatest and the meanest works, the greatest
and the meanest thoughts, from which the Renaissance and
the modern man were to grow.

It is necessary to insist on the complexity of this question
and hence any fair estimate of the medieval man must leave
in the reader’s mind, not a simple and very clearly delineated
outline, but a hazy, perhaps blurred, idea of a man of many
parts not easily synthesised or fitted together. We will first
consider the Neoplatonic and Augustinian tradition which is
characteristic of a good deal of the spiritual writing and ser-
mons of the period. The Platonic idea of the soul imprisoned
in the body had gained a very firm foothold in a religion which
taught the importance of the immortal soul and its final destiny
which was usually impeded by the lusts and pride of the flesh,
a religion which since the death of Christ had set such store
on mortification—death to the bodily element. This idea influ-
enced the medieval period through Dionysius rather than
through St. Augustine but it was largely represented in the
later Augustinian tradition which can be seen clearly from St.
Bernard to the English Mystics . It would be wrong, however,
to regard the rage of the Abbot of Clairveaux against the sickly
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flesh of man as indicating a complete separation and enmity
between these two elements in human nature. We find his
friend William of St. Thierry speaking of the point where
animality and reason meet, in man’s mind by which man can
use his body morally and artistically; “ in which things,” writes
William, “ God has set man above the works of his hands, and
hath set all those things of the world beneath his feet; to the
proud sensual man, for a witness to the losing of his natural
dignity and the likeness of God; but to the simple and humble,
for an aid to get him that aid again, and to keep that like-
ness.” * He shows how such men of necessity use the “ many
kind of callings, subtleties, exquisite sciences, arts and elo-
quences, offices and dignities, and the inventions of this world
without number which come forth from the many manners of
study in books, in works of the hand and in buildings.” * This
is a remarkable attitude toward the wholeness of the animal
and spiritual of man in one of Abelard’s enemies. We find the
image of God in human nature bringing integrity, not to the
soul alone, but also to the whole cultural output which had
already risen to the heights of its powers in chant and was
soon to rise to equal heights in the structure and embellish-
ments of the Cathedrals.

At the same time, Hugh of St. Victor was writing such things
as the Soul’s Betrothal Gift in which man in a soliloquy with
his soul leads the latter away from the love of worldly things
up to the unseen and mysterious touches of divine love. But
he displays no hatred of the animal side of man. He is simply
setting forth the overwhelming desirability of the divine love
which swamps all other desires: “Look then my rash and
silly soul, look what you are doing when you long to love and
be loved in this world. The whole world is subject to you, and
you do not scorn to admit to your love, I do not say the whole
world, but scarcely a scrap of it, which is eminent neither in
fair seeming nor in needful usefulness nor in great extent nor
in exceeding goodness. If indeed you delight in these things,

® The Golden Epistle, ch. 6, n. 15, ¢ Ibid.,
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delight in them as subjects, as things that do you service, as
gifts, the betrothal gift of your bridegroom, as the presents of a
friend, the bounty of a lord . . . love them for his sake, love
him through and above them.” s

Man, the microcosm, man, the crown and glory of the uni-
verse, was a conception that had seized these medieval writers
and preachers even when they were tempted to think the uni-
verse harboured so many evil allurements that man would be
better out of it. The world lay at man’s feet and although he
often tripped over that world it was still destined to support
him, to contribute all its good things for the weli-being and
expansion of human nature. The renascence of learning and
the new humanism of the time inevitably took this view of man
in his relation to the rest of the world with its many re-dis-
covered pagan treasures; but for the moment we must insist
that the same attitude was still instinctive among the moralists
who were otherwise suspicious of everything lacking the hall-
mark of Christianity and the polish of grace. The glory of the
art of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries shows this clearly.
The Cathedrals, which were still the moralists’ castles reflected
a translucid objectivity in which the artist is forgotten but man
reigns amid all the wealth of foliage, beasts, and birds, who
join him here to support his praise of God. The trees may be
all trees of knowledge or of paradise like the beautifully shrub-
like tree captured by Professor Tristram from Canterbury
Cathedral in his great work on 12th Century English wall-
painting. The lambs may be Lambs of God, the eagle the
fourth evangelist, and the pig a hoggish devil in some harrow-
ing of hell, but they are all there. And later we find the thir-
teenth century foliage of Southwell Cathedral bringing under
man’s eternal control all the trees and shrubs of the English
countryside.®

These works of man’s hands, so wisely brought within the
range of the simple and humble man by William of St. Thierry,
reveal more remarkably the supremacy of the spirit ruling the

5 Soul’s Betrothal Gift (translated by F. 5. Taylor), p. 12.
¢ Cf., The Leaves of Southwell, by Nikelaus Pevsner.
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whole of the man himself. The skill and technique of the
twelfth and thirteenth century sculptors and illuminators are
as great as any of the Renaissance and their realism is as
accurate, although many modern reactionary artists of today
seem to overlook this fact. The great difference between me-
dieval art and that of the Renaissance lies in the domination
of the whole man over his material element in the former rather
than his subservience to it in the latter. Technique was in fact
controlled by human nature. In the cathedrals of Toulouse,
Strasbourg, Amiens, Chartres, and all over the rest of Chris-
tianised Europe, these sculptors gave to stone the suppleness,
without the pride, of life. They showed a reverence for the
human physical frame which, though it may be partly inspired
by the joy of human love of the troubadours, can only spring
from a recognition of the soul which is wholly in the whole
body and wholly in every single part of the body. There is
no hatred for the animal side of man here, but the vitality of
these works springs from the mortification of the flesh and the
preaching of penance, which from time to time echoed through
these liturgical palaces. We have only to turn for examples of
this fact to a recent brochure of photos called “ The Men of
the Middle Ages.” " The art of the period expresses a concep-
tion of the wholeness of man which needed no sophisticated
cult of ““integration ” to bring it into being. It sprang surely
from an instinctive grasp of the idea of man as the I'mago Dei
which saved the medieval theologians and preachers from dese-
crating the frame in which this image was to be found.

The Albigensian heresies of the period acted as a stimulus
to a true understanding of the whole man, and perhaps we do
not always recognise what a debt we owe to these haters of the
flesh for the sound inspiration of the peak of medieval art.
With these licentious ascetics before us, we should here recall
not only the whole view of man in creation and man in him-
self in regard to his animality, his flesh and blood, but also his
wholeness in his relation to his fellows. The true and sane view

" Les Hommes du Moyen Age (Editions du Cerf: Paris, 1947).
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of human nature stands out most clearly in the loving friend-
ship which existed between such men as St. Bernard and his
brother Gerard, between St. Thomas and Brother Reginald,
between St. Catherine and her select band, and also in the early
teaching of St. Aelred of Rievaulx. This test of their integrity
stands in contrast to the post-renaissance horror of particular
friendships in all but the married couple.

This living witness in art and in friendship to the true
humanism of the best period in the Middle Ages needs emphasis
because, for a greater part of the period, the synthesis was not
really an intellectual one and there was an increasing tendency
to split man in two, a tendency which sprang from an ardent
and over-simplified devotion to true religion. For example, we
can find an uneasy suspicion of the body hidden under a phrase
in the Ancren Riwle: “ Though the flesh be our foe, we are yet
commanded to sustain it. We must however afflict it as it
often well deserves; but not withal to destroy it, for, how
weak soever it be, still it is so coupled, and so firmly united,
to our precious soul, God’s own 1mage, that we might soon kill
the one with the other. And this is one of the greatest wonders
on earth, that the highest thing under God, which is the soul of
man, as St. Austin testifieth, should be so firmly joined to the
flesh, which is only mud and dirty earth.” And the Riwle con-
tinues by describing the degrading of the “ heavenly nature ”
of the soul by its being drawn into love of the “ base nature ”
of the flesh.®* The soul is indeed the image of God for this
writer but the body is in fact divorced therefrom and finds no
place at all in that image. Can we be surprised that the union
of the two is the greatest wonder on earth? Such a wonder in
fact must either lead to a deepening understanding of the
mystery or to an -increased dissatisfaction with the irrational
element therein disclosed. The unity therefore began to crum-
ble as the breach continued to widen. A century or so later
we find the blessed Ruysbroek, though still professing the
unity of the two, speaking in very similar terms: * Therefore

8 Ancren Riwle, ch. 8, p. 105.
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we should hate and despise our body as our mortal enemy, who
would lead us away from God into sin; yet we should love and
prize this body and our life of sense as being an instrument of
the service of God. For without the body we cannot render to
God the external service that we owe; fasts, vigils, prayers and
the other good works which we ought to perform. And so we
should be ready to feed and clothe our bodies so that we may
be able to serve God, ourselves and our neighbours.” * We can
find little sign of integration here, where we ourselves are con-
sidered as something quite separate from the body. Man may
be a whole, but the wholeness is rapidly approaching the whole-
ness of an angel.

Gilson in writing of the disputes between the Arab phi-
losopher and theologians in the earlier Middle Ages says: “ The
easiest way for theclogians to hold their ground is to show
that philosophy is unable to reach rationally valid conclusions
on any question related to the nature of man and his destiny.
Hence Gazali’s scepticism in philosophy, which he tries to re-
deem, as is usually the case, by mysticism in religion. The God
whom reason cannot know can be reached by the soul’s experi-
ence. . ..” * It is in this question of knowledge that the separa-
tion of spirit and flesh shows itself in its most radical and
argued forms, for the purge of the flesh tends soon to liquidate
the whole of the purely natural side of man and so to show
him as not-being rather than being.

William of St. Thierry in the Golden Epistle underlines the
nobility of the reasoning power of man’s mind and how it
should control the rest of man’s nature and how (to use our
modern jargon once more) it should integrate all his powers.
But, even, so, the supernatural grace of God is required to
free the reason from the bondage of an attached will. Only
when the will is freed by grace can the reason of man become
dominant. “ Now it is truly reason, that is an estate of the
mind which in all things agreeth with the truth. For when

®Bl. Jan van Ruysbroeck, The Seven Steps of the Ladder of Spiritual Love
(translated by F. S. Taylor), p. 21.
1 Etienne Gilson, The Unity of Philosophical Experience, p. 35.
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the will is freed by the grace that freeth and the spirit beginneth
to be led by the free reason, then is its own indeed, having
free use of itself, and becometh a spirit and a good spirit. A
spirit I say inasmuch as it doth truly animate and perfect its
animal soul. . . . It becometh a good spirit, fearing God and
keeping his commandemnts; for this is the whole man.”

So far he keeps the balance although he is faced with the
rationalism of Abelard. But later on in the 14th century the
mystic strain seizes on passages in the Pseudo-Denis to sup-
port a divorce from reason and the natural man which is made
possible by the invocation of grace as a necessity for the exer-
cise of natural wit. So the author of the Cloud of Unknowing
adopts with eagerness the Neo-Platonic mysticism of the Hid
Divinity: “ Thou friend Timothy, what time that thou pur-
posest thee by the stirring of grace to the actual exercise of
thy blind beholdings: look thou forsake, with a strong and a
sly and a lusty contrition, both thy bodily wits (as hearing,
seeing, smelling, tasting, and touching) and also thy ghostly
wits, the which be called thine understandable workings .
look that thou rise with me in this grace . . . to be one with
him that is above all substance and all manner of knowing.” **
Thus the author of The Cloud paraphrases the Mystica Theo-
logia of the Areopagite. No wonder that in his own book he is
so suspicious of natural reason and ordinary human scholar-
ship. Yet he admits that natural reason is in its nature good
“ for it 1s a beam of the likeness of God.” * His approach is a
very positive forgetting rather than a despising of the natural
side of human life and knowledge.

Thomas & Kempis goes much farther in his condemnation
of human learning and study. Gerard Groot had begun this
special train of anti-natural thought because of his disgust at
the theological disputations of the Universities, but it was an
over spiritual attitude which is to be found hidden in every
over-simplified appeal to divine wisdom against the possibility

1 The Golden Epistle, ch .15, p. 89.
12 The Cloud of Unknowing (edited by Justin McCann, 0.5.B.), p. 254.
8 Ibid., p. 29.
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of human error; and in every case, although in varying ways,
it involves a deadly attack on the wholeness of man.

It would be interesting at this juncture to allow the Arabian
philosophers and mystics to shed their light on the medieval
man. Undoubtedly there is a strong influence here, although
it was in the main an influence of reaction. The significance of
the Arabian philosophers in this context has been suggested
by Gilson,* but the extent to which it may have influenced the
later Christian view of man has yet to be studied with the
laborious and wearisome care proper to the professional his-
torian. However, we need not await the fruit of his researches.
Without treading the stony and wearying path of historical
investigation, we have at hand the man par excellence of the
Middle Ages. He took the middle path, to bring together two
realities which had been unnaturally divorced. Unlike the
Seribe and the Levite of the parable, this medieval man, St.
Thomas, would not despise the natural merely because it was
wounded. Nor was he so lost in the contemplation of super-
natural truth (a contemplation he enjoyed with the greatest
of the mystics) as to deny the validity of his bodily powers.
So was St. Thomas Aquinas the true representative of the
Middle Ages, for he judged always as a man in his prime, not
ss one hurried into the enthusiastic oversimplification of youth
nor as one bogged down in the pessimism of old age. As Gilson
says of him, he was a “ very simple and modest man . . . put-
ting everything in its place.” **

From Aristotle, St. Albert and St. Thomas received the
fundamental principle of potency and act to close what had
been conceived as a gulf between spirit and matter. Unaware
of original sin as he was, Aristotle realised the fundamental
unity of human nature and so brought its parts together to
form the whole, rather than dividing and scattering. It is note-
worthy that the wholeness achieved by the art of the period
in which the created form controlled and dominated the stone,
wood, and paint, to produce a whole image of man, was con-

1 Op. cit., ch. 2. % Op. cit., p. 61.
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temporaneous with St. Thomas; the introduction of Aristotle
was not influenced by this new movement of intellectual inte-
gration. The greatest achievement in sculpture, architecture,
and stained glass, as well as in plain chant had been reached
before St. Thomas’ death and had begun sixty or seventy years
before his birth. Aristotle had the answer to what the creative
artists knew by instinct but could not explain, the answer to
what the pious theologians tried to explain, with a dichotomy
which broke man in twain. The sculptor knew that in his
fashion he could breathe human life into his stone; but until
he had grasped the proper meaning of materia and forma, figura
and substantia, actus and potentia he could not have under-
stood what he had done. The pious theologians regarded every
fundamental aspect of man as a “ thing,” an “ actus,” so that
man had to fall in pieces.

St. Thomas brought Aristotle to show that the body was
not body without the form of the soul, that there could only
be one form in man, an intellectual form which made his toe a
human, living toe even as his ear and his brain were human
organs. This one form, the soul, is not the man; the material
element is equally essential to the concrete human being, who
is only individualised by this materia signata quantitate, and
whose activities are generally the activities of the conjunc-
tum~—the body-soul. Thus a man cannct feel, see, or even
appreciate the great works of art and music except his body
and soul are wedded as one. It is not his body, nor his soul
which perceive, for these though separable can not function
apart except by divine intervention. Even the special activities
of the mind, although independent of the body in themselves,
can not in fact proceed without the bodily activity of imagina-
tion and even sense. Into this conjunctum St. Thomas works all
the faculties—the sense both exterior and interior, memory,
understanding, and will. The passions, too, like the rest, are
made by God as part of a whole and are in themselves good
and, indeed, wholesome.

Nor is this one thing, the human being, an isolated umit
having relation only to God. St. Thomas follows him in his re-
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lationship to his fellow human beings and indeed to the whole
universe. Man is a social animal. Many of the activities which
flow from his nature involve the give and take of a part of
society; his virtues are not merely an ornament to himself but
they contribute to the bonum commune in which men are
hierarchised to form another sort of body, an organism which
has its own type of unity made up of many men with different
functions and dignities. In his flight right to the outer rim of
created reality he shows that even the heavenly bodies influ-
ence man, enhancing or diminishing the movement of his mind
and will, movements which spring from the soul but are thus
not completely independent of the universe.

It is useless to quote from the Doctor Angelicus, for all this
is common knowledge today. People are beginning to discover
the satisfaction of finding their balance in an unbalanced world
and they are turning more and more to this complete and satis-
fving man of the Middle Ages. But it would be a mistake to
regard his Middle Way as being purely Aristotelian or natur-
alistic—even rationalistic—as some are indeed tempted to
regard his Philosophia Perennis.

In his tract “ On Man ” in the First Part of the Summa, St.
Thomas treats of the Ideal Human Being as he was made by
God with all his faculties and passions regulated and possessed
by the supreme power of the Mens. He proceeds thence to
show that the image of God is to be found principally in this
Mens, the superior part of the soul. It is here that St. Thomas
introduces the best elements of the Neo-Platonic teaching about
man. He leaves this Mens nestling in the centre of the whole
man, the man who walks with his head among the stars and his
feet on the sodden earth: “ Although the image of God in man
is not to be found in his bodily shape, yet because ‘ the body of
man alone among the terrestial animals is not inclined prone to
the ground, but is adapted to look upward to heaven, for this
reason we may rightly say that it is made to God’s image and
likeness rather than the bodies of other animals’ as Augustine
remarks. But this is not to be understood as though the image
of God were in man’s body; but in the sense that the very
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shape of the human body represents the image of God in the
soul by way of a vestigium.*®

This image is the term or end of the production of man be-
cause “ God made man to his own image and likeness.” St.
Thomas in this place views him principally as in the ideal state
before the fall when he was also in grace and so by knowing
and loving God had the gracious image which gave him his
fullness and perfection; this was enhanced by preternatural
gifts which gave him complete power over material creation
with its space and time limitations. But the Saint is not car-
ried away by the ideal into an unreal Platonic humanism. All
these things which go to make up the complete and integral
man have their goodness, but original sin injured man’s nature
and disturbed the harmony. The nature and its goodness are
not destroyed—there is still no dichotomy between this cen-
tral Mens and the physical make-up of man. But the destruc-
tion of the harmony between all these powers acts as a wound
in nature, making the nature weak and prone to sink to the
animal level which is virtually included in the soul. The ele-
ments are good still but their adjustment is disturbed so that
they rub against each other and cause friction. The image
remains even though it be obscured by a cloud of animality.
There is still a unity; indeed original sin arises from the very
unity of soul and body. It is the conjunctum which inherits
this parental evil. The soul itself is created pure, the body is a
part of a disorganised universe; the two together are a con-
taminated person. This maladjustment insofar as it is in the
bodily part of man is only a penalty; insofar as it is sin it is of
course to be found resident in the soul.

It may be noted in this connection that St. Thomas corrects
the tendency to condemn the full fiowering of human friend-
ship in marital union. St. Augustine had seemed almost to
suggest that original sin was to be identified with its most
obvious effects in the unruliness of erotic passion, to be handed
down because each child was generated in concupiscence. St.

¢ Summa Theol., 1, q. 96, a. 6, ad Bum.



MAN IN MEDIEVAL THOUGHT 149

Thomas insists that original sin which is not an act should be
distinguished from its effects. Thus, though marital union
might often be blurred by the evils of unruly concupiscence,
it remained in itself a noble thing. But obviously this wound
in nature together with all the others cried out for the healing
cure of grace, and it would be childish to consider St. Thomas
a champion of the humanum unredeemed. We must follow his
analysis in sorting the good from the evil but we must never
omit to follow him to the end, for it is only at the end that his
full stature can be recognised. Flesh and animality are not to
be despised; they are not even implacable enemies in them-
selves; together they are the necessary parts of a whole. Left
in the state of wounded nature the lower part would predomi-
nate over the higher and lead to all sorts of actual vices which
are, one and all, against nature,

The nature of man needs grace to restore its powers in itself
and in its surroundings. Grace is built up on this natural
conjunctum. It does not destroy it or bear the soul post-haste
off to the Elysian fields leaving the animal man to grub about
in the mud flats of the world. Charity comes to restore man’s
love and overcome his lusts, but charity does not destroy his
natural relationship. Although a man loves the saint more in
theory because of his greater grace, he still loves his wife and
family more intensely within the realms of charity because of
their propinquity. Where there are things in common between
two men, there the common bond of divine love should prosper
and flourish,

There remains of course the war between the flesh and the
spirit in the sense that the penalty of sin remains and indeed
the relics of actual sins whose guilt has been cleansed by grace.
When the Apostle speaks of the war in his members he is
speaking, as St. Thomas tells us (here following St. Augus-
tine), of man already redeemed and freed from guilt but re-
maining subject to its penalties, for which reason sin is said to
dwell in the members. The image of God in the soul can be
revealed only by redemption; it lies hidden by sin, until grace
has come to restore it. Fven then it has not the perfect like-

2
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ness precisely because of this penalty in the flesh of man,
making complete wholeness unattainable this side of the grave
and the final rising on the Last Day. This double view of man
must be taken into account in following the teaching of St.
Thomas who is no upholder of the good pagan (Aristotle’s con-
ception) outside the Christian teaching of the Redemption.
Man is made whole and good, his nature has been wounded
by sin, but the grace of redemption builds upon the good
foundation which yet remains. The Summa thus concludes
with the doctrine about the Man, the Word made Flesh, and
his continuation in the Church and the Sacraments. The image
of God in the soul has to be restored by means of the image
of Jesus Christ in the whole man introduced into his Mystical
Body and thus living the Christ-life, both human and divine.
The idea of Christ as the exemplum for man, exciting him to
the love of God and to the fulfilment of his destiny is no mere
external or accidental occasion of contrition and charty. It
takes its place in the rank of Formal Cause insofar as exemplary
causality must be taken formally. Hence the exemplum is as
a matrix or mould in which all men should be fashioned into
the likeness of Christ.

In this way the flesh of man sanctified is by the Word made
flesh, and his rational knowledge and natural joy in the beauti-
ful are safeguarded, preserved and perfected by faith and the
intellectual gifts of the Holy Spirit. These do not destroy na-
ture but perfect it. As the gift of wisdom does not supersede
faith but perfects and deepens it, so faith does not supersede
natural knowledge but strengthens it as well as encourages its
working on the mysteries presented to it. St. Thomas teaches
that even Christ himself had acquired knowledge for otherwise
he would have been lacking in human experience and therefore
to some extent lacking in wholeness. Here was a balance which
avoided the “ theologism * of his opposite number in the Fran-
ciscan Order and the pure naturalism of the pagan. Wisdom
was the highest form of knowledge, intuitive and unreasoned,
but the investigation of the natural sciences and philesophy,
was only thereby preserved from error and encouraged. The
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faith set up definite milestones to truth but did not necessarily
shorten the road to it. Nature was wounded, the flesh was
prone to lust, the mind prone to error, but Christ the exemplum
had come to rectify the error without destroying the mind and
to sanctify the flesh without dehumanising its instincts. This
was the answer the medieval artist wanted as an explanation
of his work-—but of course it followed his work as all art criti-
cism must. He acted on St. Thomas’s principles without being
conscious of them, because this Middle Way is the way of
common sense. This best of all may be seen in Dante, but with
him it was already more conscious—as it needs must be for
the artist of words. It is to be found too among the more
balanced spiritual writers and it is there we would turn for
examples of the working out of the doctrine of this, the man
of the Middle Ages in the daily spiritual life of the Medieval
Christian.

We may take Walter Hilton and Mother Julian of Norwich
as the best examples in the later Middle Ages of the flowering
of these Thomistic ideas in the growth of the spiritual man. In
the meantime there had been a tradition of healthy spirituality
established on regenerated human nature as may be seen in
the letters of Blessed Jordan to Blessed Diana, but nowhere
perhaps does it come out more clearly in the spiritual direction
of the following century than in the Scale of Perfection.

The main theme of the Scale of Perfection is the revelation
of the image of God in man and its restoration by grace. Hilton
begins m the first chapter “ Turn thy heart with thy body
principally to God, and shape thee within to his likeness.” His
Inspiration is of course Pauline and he quotes frequently from
passages referring to the image of God in the soul. To this he
adds a great deal of Augustinian teaching on the image of the
Trinity in the three powers of the soul. But the interesting
point of hjs doctrine lies in his insistence on the re-forming of
this likeness to the Trinity through the image of Jesus. And
by this he means not simply knowing by faith of the Incar-
nation, but the identification of the soul with this Exemplar
through union of love. * As long as Jesus findeth not his image
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reformed in thee, he is strange and far from thee. Shape thee
therefore to be arrayed in his likeness, that is in His meekness
and charity, the which are his liveries, and then will he homely
know thee and show to thee his privities. Thus said he himself
to his disciples ‘ whoso loveth me, he shall be loved of my
Father, and T shall show myself unto him.”” He may be in
my reason but I am not in him until I have found him.

All this is certainly expressed in terms of the soul alone
wherein is the image of the Trinity, and this emphasis may
be found in Mother Julian who wrote very much under the
same inspiration. But the modelling of man upon Jesus as
Man conveys a balanced view of the whole of human nature.
Thus in the celebrated 16th Revelation Mother Julian saw
“ the soul so large as it were an endless world and as it were a
blissful kingdom. And by the conditions that I saw therein I
understood that it is a worshipful City. In the midst of that
City sitteth our Lord Jesus Christ, God and Man, a fair Person
of large stature, highest Bishop, most majestic king. . . . And
worshipfully he sitteth in the soul, even-right in peace and
rest.” And this follows her profound teaching on the operation
of the Trinity in the making and saving of the soul with such
statements as “ And because of this great, endless love that
God hath to all Mankind, he maketh no disparting in love
between the blessed Soul of Christ and the least soul that
shall be saved.”

Of course these two writers share the same hatred of the
world and fleshly loves as their confréres. But the full man-
hood of Christ plays such a central part in the whole teaching
that we cannot easily forget the fact of sin. It is sin, not
human nature, that is condemmned. Natural reason too is
secured by Hilton’s way of contemplation and is not jettisoned.
Indeed the higher reaches of the life of the spirit may not be
attained without considerable use of natural wit, sustained and
redeemed by the intellectual graces . .. “ with great devotion
in praying and with much business in studying going before.”
This passage on Holy Writ continues: *“See now how grace
openeth the ghostly eye, and cleareth the wit of the soul won-
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derly above the frailty of corrupt kind; it giveth the soul a
new ableness whether it will read Holy Writ or hear or think
it, to understand truly and savourly the the soothfastness of
it . . . and to turn readily all reasons and words that are bodily
said into ghostly understandings.”

The importance of this 14th century teaching lies in the fact
that the ideal doctrine about Man, made a whole being con-
trived wondrously of many parts, is brought down to the real
concrete life of man in which he has to struggle against the
unmanliness of original and actual sin and fight to regain
integrity precisely through identification with this image of
Jesus in the Christian life. And it is here that William Lang-
land is so useful a guide to the practical idea of man and human
living, showing in the figure of Piers Plowman the fulfillment
of St. Thomas’s teaching. He has a wholesome view of man
himself and in his origins in the divine work of Creation. The
significance of the whole poem lies in the identification of the
common man, blessed by grace and called to follow the path
to truth and lead others there, with the person of Christ him-
self. Piers begins as the Plowman and stepping forth with the
generality of the poor and down-trodden he passes through
“Do Wel,” “ Do Bet,” and “ Do Best ” (the three lives upon
which Hilton’s scale is also based and with it the writings of
all the Mystics of the period), and so reaches to an identifica-
tion with Christ himself. Piers is Christ in the final scenes
when the world is called into the Unity for Truth and Holy
Church. This restoration of human nature through grace and
by the practice of the virtues gradually taking on the image
of Christ the Exemplar, shows the idea of man in the middle
ages at its most perfect and its least Albigensian. Even sin
itself once overcome has contributed to a greater understand-
ing and experience in man, it is here that the O Felix Culpa
plays its part.

The final contribution of the medieval idea of man is to
identify him with all his good parts, the one good composition,
the one form enfleshed, with the Mediator, who as Man was
head of Mankind. As the period drew to its close the great
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theme of Langland’s poem became the inspiration for count-
less miracle plays, but they had lost this principle moving
power, the cornerstone of the whole structure. The human race
(Humanum Genus) plays a leading part in many of these
productions as, for example, in The Castle of Perseverance in
which the good and bad qualities (Malus Angelus, Mundus,
Belial, Caro, versus Bonus Angelus, Confessio, Schrift) struggle
for the mastery of man. The play is certainly a morality play
and the old dichotomy is well to the fore again, even when the
clowns and buffoons make the evil life so much more jolly and
attractive,

Everyman of course, stands out from this tradition; it bears
the same stamp but holds something more akin to the power
and spirit of Piers Plowman. The idea of Man was then prac-
tically swamped by the effects of the nominalism begun by
Scotus in antithesis to St. Thomas and brought to its height
by Ockham. It was nominalism that blessed the dichotomy
between soul and body; it was nominalism that encouraged
the denial of the validity of human reasoning and led people
to go straight to God ignoring all secondary causes. Man of
the Middle Ages could not live in this scheme, he was either
so old as to have left his body behind altogether and had be-
come an angel dependent on God for direct and immediate
revelation for every idea in his head, or he was left young and
lustful, a mere animal amidst the pleasures of beasts. And
there we find Man blinded by the error of the false philosophies
which had to deny God in order to preserve any apparent
human dignity. The nature assumed and redeemed by the
Word, in Whom all was made and according to Whose image
man was destined to find his goal, was dissected and desecrated.
The Age of this Man was no longer the Middle.

Conrap PepLER, O. P.
Blackfriars,
Oxford, England.



THE BASIS OF THE SUAREZIAN TEACHING
ON HUMAN FREEDOM

[Conclusion — The Criticism]

[

III. CriticisMm oF THE METAPHYSICAL BACKGROUND

I. POTENCY AND ACT IN THE ORDER OF BEING

1. The Metaphysical Order. Having seen the teaching of
Suarez on human freedom and on potency and act, we are
ready now to begin our analysis and criticism of that teaching.
Since our purpose in considering potency and act is only to
determine whether it throws further light on Suarez’ notions
on human freedom, it is clearly reasonable that we should
begin our criticism by considering the teaching on potency and
act; then, later, we shall see how those teachings enter into the
Suarezian treatment of freedom.

The essential thing to be grasped about Suarez’ whole treat-
ment of potency and act is its remarkable unity. We have
already indicated that the entire treatment can be unified in
the principle that a simple reality can of itself be both actual
and its own intrinsic limitation of act; conversely, the poten-
tial can somehow contain its own act. Is that principle, which
obviously has vast implications for the order of operation, and,
therefore, for free human acts, truly to be found in Suarez’
discussion of (1) potency and act in the order of created being,
both metaphysical and (composed) physical and (2) potency
and act in the order of operation? QOur task here is to re-
examine the teachings of Suarez and determine the fact. We
shall consider first his discussion of essence and existence,
potency and act in the metaphysical order of being.

1. Potency and Act in the Metaphysical Order. At the
155
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beginning of this discussion **® Suarez assigns as the founda-
tion for real identity of essence and existence the principle
that nothing can be intrinsically and formally constituted in
the ratio of real actual being through something distinct from
itself. The very fact of distinction argues that each is inde-
pendent of the other. Later Suarez repeats essentially the same
proposition, saying that nothing can be constituted in its very
entity through something distinct from itself.*** The concept
involved in these statements (and Suarez himself identifies
that concept as the foundation of his opinion in this crucial
matter) is the fundamental simplicity of every being. If a
thing can not be formally and intrinsically constituted in the
ratio of real actual being through something distinct from itself,
then of itself it is (whatever its intrinsic limitations) its own
actuality. Here, then, as the very foundation of his teaching
on created essence and existence, Suarez enumerates the very
principle we have indicated above, the principle that a simple
reality is both its own perfection and intrinsic limitation of that
perfection. Given the fact of existence, the same reality which
is its own very perfection of being is also of itself that which
limits and restricts being to this limited thing. Potency and
act are not really distinct principles which through a real
composition intrinsically affect one another.

For any Thomist the real identity of these two is unthinkable
for many reasons; *** of these reasons we will consider three.

(1) Any being in which essence and existence are identical
is pure act. But pure act is unique whereas creatures are
multiple. Therefore, in creatures, essence and existence are
distinct. The major is clear because any essence which is its
own existence is its own being; and the being of existence which
it is is actual being unreceived by any distinct and contracting
principle and not ordered as potency to any further act; there-
fore it is purely actual. The minor is also clear because pure
act embraces all perfection; and the all perfect can be only one

45 7pid., disp. XXXI, sect. 1, n. 18.
416 Ihid., sect. 6, n. 8.
270t Del Prado, de Veritate Fundamentali Philosophiae Christianae, pp. 29-70.
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for if there were two or more no one of them could be all-per-
fect, for each would lack that actual being by which the other
(or others) would be distinct.

(2) If in creatures, essence and existence were identical,
there would be among them no grades of nobility, for if that
which participates being and the being participated do not
differ there can not be in things a diverse participation of being
and therefore a diversity of nobility. On the presumption, there
is nothing to cause the diversity inasmuch as being, of itself,
is simply being and not, in Thomistic thought, also a restriction
and limitation of being.

(8) The creature must be composed of a really distinct
essence and existence; otherwise it would be infinite, for act,
of itself is, in that order in which it is act, unlimited. Now
being-of-existence is of itself being; if therefore it is not truly
composed with a really distinct and limiting potency it is
infinite being. The answer that actual being can be limited
intrinsically by itself the Thomist rejects on the ground that
perfection of itself is unlimited and unique. Wherever actu-
ality is found in a limited, measured way, or wherever it is
found multiplied it must be in union with a limiting or multi-
plying principle really distinct from itself. Act is that which
by its very nature tends to give the plenitude of perfection of
that order in which it is act. Whatever by nature, tends to
give the full perfection of any order is not also that which limits
and multiplies that same plenitude (since multiplication sup-
poses a limitation). In view of this fundamental principle
underlying Thomism (potency and act are really distinct prin-
ciples which so divide being that whatever is is either Pure
Act or composed of potency and act as distinct, intrinsic prin-
ciples) , the answer to the arguments of Suarez is easy.*'®

His first argument (the being sufficient for the truth of the
proposition “ Essence is ” is only being of existence) is to be
distinguished. Of being which is subsisting and absolute, it is
conceded, but of being which is a participated being it is denied,

€18 Jbid., pp. 152-164.
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for the Thomist cannot forget St. Thomas’ dictum, “ When-
ever something is predicated of another through participation
there must be something there besides that which is partici-
pated, and therefore in any creature the creature which has
existence is other than its very existence.” #*?

The second argument (the characteristics attributed to exis-
tence convene to the being of an actual essence) is also to be
distinguished. These marks convene to such an essence pre-
cisely as it is existing and by reason of its existence, yes; but
that they convene by reason of the essence alone is denied,
for essences in themselves are eternal, necessary, and as such
dependent on God’s intellect rather than on His efficiency.

Suarez’ third argument proceeds thus: Existential being is
that by which a created thing is formally and immediately
constituted outside its causes, and by which it ceases to be
nothing. But this is that being by which a created thing is
constituted in the actuality of essence. Therefore, essence and
existence are identical. Again the Thomist distinguishes. To
the major he answers that existential being, as an act received
in the essence, as an ultimate act inhering in the substance,
constitutes a created thing outside its causes and outside noth-
ing, yes; but that existential being as an act without a distinct
subject so constitutes a thing is denied. The minor is distin-
guished in the same sense: this being as an act received in the
essence and completing the substance constitutes the creature
in its actuality of essence yes; but as an unreceived act, it does
not, for not everything that actually is, is, of itself alone, actual.
A thing can be actual either because it is act, or because, while
potential in itself it participates act, for while there is no
medium between possible being and existing being there is a
medium between a possible thing and the act of existence
namely, the essence which receives that act. Suarez frames his
fourth argument in this way: Being in act is formally the
same as existing. But an existing thing is formally constituted

1® Onandocumque autem aliquid praedicatur de altero per participationem
oportet ibi aliquid esse praeter id quod participatur; et ideo in qualibet creatura
est aliud ipsa creatura quae habet esse et ipsum esse ejus (Quodl, 2, a. 3).
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only through existence, so that it is really the same thing to
say “man is ” and to say “ man is man,” if in each case “is”
mdicates act and not merely aptitude or truth. The major is
admitted but the minor is denied, because in everything outside
God, the existing thing is not constituted in act by existential
being alone since its existence is not per se stans, so to speak,
but rather adheres to the substance which participates and
receives it.

Suarez’ arguments are perfect indications of his mind for
they rest, all of them, on the single concept we have already
explicated, the concept that the principle of every being is
fundamentally simple. In the first argument, for example,
Suarez clearly assumes that all real being is actual existing
being, that, in other words, this limited creature is its own
actuality. FEssentially the same concept underlies the other
arguments. The second one asserts the fact that an actual
essence 1s temporal, contingent, and so forth; what is presumed
is that what convenes to a nature must convene to it by rea-
son of itself, that the actual being which these notes charac-
terize 1s identical with the essence. Suarez then is arguing in
light of the judgment that this limited essence is also its own
actuality. Having postulated such simplicity in things, Suarez
was certain to reach this conclusion. The Thomist asks, granted
that an essence as actual is temporal, contingent, etc., do these
characteristics convene to it precisely by reason of itself, or by
reason of its existential actuality? One little phrase at the end
of the second argument (distinction is a result not a condition
for being) sums up Suarez’ thought succinctly. Distinction in
the sense of distinction of things clearly supposes being as
Suarez says; but the question is how can there be a distinction
of actual] things unless there be satisfied a prior condition of
distinction m the principles of things? Actual being of itself
bespeaks only actual being; and actual being is not distinct
from itself nor is it, of itself, multiplied and various. We should
note here, too, that Suarez writes **° that by the very fact that

€20 Dyisp. Meta., loc. cit., n. 8.
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we conceive an actual being made by God we conceive it as
existing. Since there is nothing false in that concept it follows
that no added thing is necessary for the formal effect of exis-
tence. One can reach that conclusion from such premises only
if one absolutely accepts the proposition that all being is simple;
whatever fundamentally convenes to it, convenes to it by rea-
son of one principle.

The third and fourth arguments rest on this same assump-
tion that what constitutes a thing as actual is identical with
that which constitutes it this limited thing. What is basic to
these arguments is that an existing thing is constituted ounly
through existence (or actuality); that is, this intrinsically
limited nature, or this intrinsically limited individual of such a
nature, is exclusively through that perfection which is existence.
The fundamentally simple reality which is that actual perfec-
tion is of itself its own restricting limitations,

Consider, too, Suarez’ negative argument for the identity
and existence: ** “ Existing” cannot add any ratic distinct
from that of an actual being outside its causes; hence there is
no existence distinct from the being which constitutes each
thing in the actuality of its essence. The very wording of the
consequent shows Suarez’ conception of all being as itself actual
being. Granted a thing to be actual in the order of essence and
he concludes that that limited actuality is actual existential
being.

From the position, then, that created essence and existence
are not really distinct (a position which rests, as we have
shown, on the principle that all real being is actual of itself
even when it is also, of itself, limited and restricted) certain
consequential propositions are inevitable. To this class of conse-
quential propositions can be reduced every major point of dif-
ference, in this matter of created essence and existence between
Suarez and the Thomists.

The first of these (so intimately connected with the position
that created essence and existence are identical as to be virtu-

421 1hid., sect. 5.
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ally contained in it) is the judgment that in the entitative
order there is no composite to be made of essence and exis-
tence.**” This patently, rests on the principle that the very
actual perfecting principle of acting is also, of itself, the limit-
ing restricting principle, and so no real process is necessary to
show the illation. If there is no composite to be formed, then,
by rigorous necessity, the thing is entitatively simple; hence,
one principle must embrace the two aspects found in the exist-
ing creature, namely, the perfection of actually being, and the
limitation to being this restricted thing.

Almost equally closely linked with the identification of
essence and existence is Suarez’ teaching that no created
essence can be conserved through an existence other than its
own, even through God’s power**® Thomists teach that the
human nature of Christ did in fact exist, not through a con-
natural human existence, but through the existence of the Word
of God, a teaching which supposes (among other things) that
since an essence is potential for existence and not its own actu-
ality (of existence) it can, by God’s power be actuated by an
existential act other than that connatural to it. The Suarezian
teaching is a corollary from the identification of essence and
existence, as is clear: If a thing is its own existence it cannot
have another existence than its own because it cannot be other
than itself. But that teaching rests on the premise that every-
thing is entitatively simple; a thing cannot receive an existence
other than its own, even by God’s power, because it does not
receive any entitative act at all; each limited creature is its own
actuality.

Following necessarily, too, on the identification of essence
and existence, is Suarez’ teaching that some existence can con-
vene to things which are not supposites. For example, incom-
plete substantial existence can convene to a nature not yet
subsisting; incomplete existence can convene to matter and to
form, accidental existence to accidents, etc. These things have
some essence; therefore if real essence is, of itself, existence,

422 Ibid., sect. 13. 2% Ibid., sect. 12.
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these realities must of themselves, have some existence.** The
argument is easily grasped, but the Thomist cannot accept such
an argument. Existence is that by which a thing is formally
constituted outside its causes and outside nothing. Existence
then, for the Thomist, since it places a thing outside its cause
presupposes the causes of a thing to have already fully exer-
cised their causality so that no further cause of that same order
can cause the existing thing. So the Thomist does not admit
a distinct existence of matter and form, for example, arguing
that if each is existing, then each is already in the order of
being beyond the causality of the other, beyond any intrinsic,
substantially causal union. As the Thomist sees it, the only
union possible between them is that which is had between two
actual things, that is accidental union. How can realities so
perfect in their own actuality that each is outside its causes
and, therefore, beyond further causal intrinsic composition be
yet so imperfect as to be incomplete in the order of essence,
and crying out, so to speak, for composition with the other?
As existing, they cannot mutually exercise substantial caus-
ality on one another; so how is their union substantial? Again
the Thomist asks, what would an existing but not yet subsist-
ing substantial nature be? As substantial, and outside its
causes, it is beyond any further causality in the substantial
order; how can it be other than subsisting? The same ques-
tion arises with regard to the separate existence of primary
matter. This matter of its essence is, formally, actually noth-
ing; its existence then would be the existence of that which is,
formally speaking, no actual thing. As to a substantial form
existing of itself, since it is beyond any intrinsic causality of
matter, the Thomist argues, would it not be, in its order,
unlimited actuality? But these objections, to Suarez, all miss
the point. Because he starts with the judgment that that which
is itself actual can be itself limited, incomplete, imperfect, he
composes in one principle both aspects. Matter and form can
exist independently for even existence can be incomplete, and
imperfect; and so too for the other Thomistic arguments.

42¢ Iped., sect. 11.
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Suarez next concludes that creatures can be principal, not
merely instrumental, causes of the existence of their effects.**
Having identified the essence of the effect (which clearly can
be caused by a creature as by a principal cause) with its exist-
ence, he could not teach anything else without denying all
principal causality to creatures. (Suarez’ argument on this
point is very interesting and has important ramifications for
our principal interest, but before coming to that we must con-
sider the Thomistic answer to this other question.) The
Thomist holds that creatures can be only instruments in the
production of any existence, because a power which is a prin-
cipal cause of existence must be subsistent being, i. e., it must
have existence of its very nature for a thing must first be such
before it can produce a like thing and a created essence is not
its existence. Suarez, of course, admits that such a cause must
be its own existence, but denies that it is therefore, subsisting
being. Tis arguments against the position that the creature
effects such being, not being simply, are illuminating.**® In
part, at least, they seem to rest on the motion that the action
of the created cause must effect something or else it is not real
action. If it effects something he would say that it must effect:
(as a principal cause) an existing reality (again we notice the
notion that what is real is of itself actual) for whatever is, is
of itself actual even though it also be of itself limited.

Suarez did not understand the Thomistic position that, since
not all that is actual is itself act, a cause can be the principal
cause of essence without being a principal cause of its existen-
tial actuality. What is of more interest to us is this; if the
existence of an effect (action and its term) is from the creature
as from a principal cause, then that cause is not premoved
physically to the action, for a principal cause is that which, by
its own proper power, and not by any instrumental {orce, pro-
duces its effect. If, then, a creature causes its action and the
term of that action as a principal cause it does so by its own
power; the effect is by reason of that creature’s own power, not

425 Ibid., sect. 9. 426 7hid., n.12 f.
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by reason of the application of that power through an instru-
mental force (physical premotion). It would follow that with-
out premotion any created agent can have some second act
depending on it causally; the very thing, then, which is by
nature a potency, can have second act depending on it without
God’s premotion. Truly Suarez judged that whatever is, is,
itself, actual.

Intimately connected with this teaching that creatures can
be principal causes of the existence of their effects is Suarez’
stand that existence is really that through which creatures
cause.*”” This clearly supposes that a created existence of itself
has all the limits and restrictions found in any secondary cause.
A Thomist considers existence of itself as simple actuality in
its order; if it (per impossibile) were to act efficiently, its ade-
quate effect could be only simple actuality in that order of
being supposing no extrinsic limitation of its causality. That
is not true for Suarez, and it is not true for him simply because
he conceived the actual as intrinsically limited by itself.

Side by side with these propositions which flow from Suarez’
identification of the creature’s essence and existence, are cer-
tain other judgments which are very revealing—his view of
what is entailed in the Thomistic teaching of a real distinction.

At the outset of bhis discussion, Suarez points out that if
essence and existence are distinct, then by the very fact that
each is really distinct from the other, as being from being, each
has this that it is a being and distinet; and consequently one
cannot, formally and intrinsically, be through that other**®
Here the interesting thing is the concept that things really dis-
tinct are distinct as being from being, one of which cannot con-
stitute the other. Thomists, in maintaining the real distinc-
tion, do not imply that neither of the two can intrinsically
constitute the other, for they mnever conceive these two as
things, i. e., each a being in itself. Suarez did so conceive them
(on the supposition of a real distinction) because, so it seems,
he did not understand well the Thomistic teaching that the

427 Ibid., sect.10. 428 Ibid., sect. 6, n. 8.
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perfecting and the perfectible must be distinct, yet comple-
mentary; they are not things but principles of things. Suarez,
already convineced of the fundamental simplicity of things and
on the assumption that these principles are really distinct, con-
cluded that each of them in its own right must be a real actual
thing.

Again, Suarez writes that, supposing a real distinction be-
tween created essence and existence, an actual essence could
be conserved without existence by divine power, for while God
cannot supply for intrinsically component formal causes He can
supply for the dependence of one component part on the
other.**® This proposition shows how Suarez conceived this
whole question, for even when, for the sake of argument, he
supposes a real distinction of the two elements, even then he
does not conceive them as intrinsically constituting or modi-
fying one another. So utterly basic is his conception that all
real being has some actuality of itself, that, even in supposing
the Thomistic position, he does not suppose the more basic
doctrine behind it, namely, that a reality can be actual through
an act which is not the actuated element, proximately, that an
essence can have actual existence through an act which is not
the very essence itself. It is no accident that Suarez does not
suppose this; his principles do not allow it. He saw that to a
Thomist for any essence to be in nature without any existence
is impossible, but his position, even when he grants the distine-
tion which Thomists teach, is that an actual essence which is
not its existence is impossible. There is one basic reason why
he teaches this: his principle that real being is actual being.

In much the same way, Suarez says **° that those who hold
for a real distinction can give no reason why God could not
separate a created existence and existence one from the other
and preserve each alone. Thomists do teach a real distinction
and at the same time teach that God cannot preserve each ele-
ment separately (created existence with no essence, created
essence with no existence) . For them this has to be so, because

429 Jhid., seet. 12, n. 3. 420 Ibid., nn. 9-12.
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existence, without this determined limiting essence, is pure
actuality; it is being outside of its cause and of itself unlimited.
Essence without existence cannot be preserved in reality be-
cause, without existence, it is not in reality; a non-existing thing
actually in nature is, to Thomists, a contradiction. To Suarez
there is no contradiction; having supposed a real essence he
already supposes entitative actuality, for he does not admit
the doctrine of subjective potency as Thomists understand
it, 1. e., a reality which is made actual through an entitative
act distinct from itself. Thus Suarez writes that a thing ceases
to be in potency when it is created.*** The Thomist admits this
but adds that some reality even after it is created continues to
be potency, a potency now actuated, to be sure, but still
potency with respect to that act. Suarez can write too **
that if one holds that an essence-in-act adds distinct existence
to an essence already an actual being, but potential with re-
spect to existence, it follows that an actual essence differs from
itself in potency, not in the act of being, but in its very essen-
tial entity. Thomists hold that an actual essence, as such, does
add a distinct existence to an essence; they do not teach the
consequent Suarez draws, and that precisely because they teach
that the existence is the actuality of the essence-in-act. Hence
it is through that act of being that the actual essence is distinct
from the potential, and not through some actuality which is
the essence itself.

2. The Physical Order. We have seen that, in the meta-
physical order, the entire body of teaching in which Suarez
differs from the Thomists is reducible to the single principle
that, since even created being is not intrinsically composed of
distinet potency and act as its first and intrinsic principles, all
being is of itself actual. In the physical order (the realm of
substantial form and primary matter) we shall find again that
the core of Suarezian doctrine is this very principle; here too,
those particular teachings in which Suarez differs from the
Thomists rest on this single foundation.

31 Thid., sect. 3, . 4. %2 Tbid., n. 6.
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The heart of the Suarezian teaching about matter and form
is this: each of them has its own distinct entity of essence and
existence; each of them, of itself, is. It is abundantly clear that
this is his teaching. In explicit terms Suarez says that matter
of itself alone has its own entity of essence and existence; **°
it is of itself in an ultimate species of matter; *** form, too, has
its own being.**® These basic proportions of the Suarezian
account of matter and form are simple applications of the
principle we have indicated; if in the physical order both matter
and form have their own separate entities of essence and exis-
tence, it can be only because all being is of itself entitatively
actual.

In his arguments for the proper essence and existence of
primary matter Suarez clearly shows how actual he conceived
primary matter. His proof for the independent essential reality
of matter is simple: Matter is a real subject in nature; there-
fore, it has some real essence. But the essence of matter can-
not be constituted intrinsically through form.

Therefore, matter is independent of form. The minor is
proved by this that matter is simple and incomplete; therefore
it is not constituted through anything other than itself. If so
constituted it would be a composite and complete thing.
Suarez adds to this that, since matter can preserve numerically
the same entity while losing one form and gaining another, its
essential perfection is different from that given by the form.**®
To all this the Thomist answers that matter certainly is a
reality with a real function in nature, but it is not of itself an
entity, a perfection; it is but mere potency or capacity for
being, not actual being.

In view of the fact that many things have the same specific
being, the Thomist reasons that something which is not that
specific being must receive it and is its principle of limitation
and multiplicity, for one thing cannot of itself be multiple.
The receiving thing since its function is only to receive, is
purely passive. It is not properly a thing but rather one of

433 Ihid., disp. X111, sect. 4. %5 Ibid., sect. 5, n. 17; sect. 4.
43¢ Ihid., sect. 3, n. 18. 428 Jbid., sect. 4, nn. 9-11.
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the principles of many things. Hence, it is not really an essence,
but a capacity to compose, with formal actuality, an essence;
therefore, it s not of itself. Even that it be a real capacity to
receive convenes to it not by reason of itself but because it is
constituted as real, and that constitution is through another.
Suarez cannot concede that; to him, if the general proposition
“ what is 1s of itself actual ” be true, then this matter which n
nature is must be actual of itself. If nothing can be constituted
in its own reality through something other than itself, then,
certainly matter cannot be so constituted. We have seen his
proposition that matter of itself has being which is real, for if
matter were nothing it would have no real function in nature.**
From that Suarez concludes that matter has its reality from
itself; he cannot entertain that other possibility advanced by
Thomists, that matter can be real by reason of an actual reality
derived from something other than itself. He cannot entertain
it because of his guiding principle of his: what is, is, of itself,
actual.

The argument for the proposition that matter of itself has
existence is fundamentally this: DBatter has its own essence.*®®
But existence adds no real thing or real mode to the entity of
essence as this latter is actual and outside its causes. This is
only a particular application of Suarez’ general identification of
essence and existence (even partial essences as we have seen),
and so we shall not consider it here. But the second proposi-
tion by which the argument is confirmed (which teaches the
distinet entity of matter and, therefore, its distinct creation)
most clearly shows that Suarez conceived matter as an actual
thing directly produced by God in its own proper actuality.
The third confirmatory proposition (if matter did not really
exist it could not be a real subject) would be quite acceptable
to all Scholastics. However the conclusion, that matter has this
existence of itself, does not follow for those who hold that not
everything which is actual is its own act but that act can be

437 Iid., nn. 3, 5.
438 114, disp. XV, sect. 8, 0. 7; disp. XIIL, sect. 4, n. 18.
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distinct from the thing actuated; on the other hand, it must
follow for those who identify reality with entitative actuality.
In summary, one needs only reread Suarez’ argument: Matter
has its own actuality of essence and existence, not from form,
but of itself, because matter is a real subject; therefore, of
itself, it has actual being. One premise is not explicitly ad-
vanced in the argument; it is the major “ Whatever is real and
actual is of itself real and actual ”. And there is the crux of the
whole problem.**

An immediate consequence of Suarez’ teaching that both
matter and form have of themselves actuality of essence and
existence, and, as it were, a property of that teaching, is Suarez’
conception of the nature the composition of bodies. e writes,
for instance, that substance cannot be composed of nothing,
but requires at least incomplete substances.**® Further, he says
that a thing which is per se one can be composed of things
which are incomplete actual beings.** Even more explicitly he
affirms that, as the essence of a corporeal substance is com-
posed of the partial essences of matter and form, so its existence
is composed of the partial existences of these two elements.**
Suarez could not have fully understood the Thomistic position
that of two actual things a thing which is per se one cannot be
made, for he answers here that the principle is true only of
things which are complete in actual being. To the Thomist
that is not satisfactory; for him the very notion of the actual
is that it be, in its order, perfection. For the Thomist any exist-
ing actuality, must be, in the order in which it is actual, com-
plete, for the actually perfect cannot- be incomplete in that
order in which it is perfect. The position then, that a substance
is composed of two actual (though incomplete) existences a
Thomist must dispute on the ground that act of itself, is pre-
cisely perfection in its own order. On the other hand, that
position Suarez must affirm on the ground that what is, how-
ever imperfect it be, is of itself. Here again is the omnipresent
proposition that created being is simple. Suarez affirms the

430 Ibid., disp. XII, sect. 4. 441 Ibid., sect. 5, nn. 16-17.
440 I'bid., nn. 3-5. 442 Ihid., sect. 4, n. 13,
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actuality of the incomplete, and implies that one thing, as
actual, has of itself its own perfection. As incomplete he im-
plies that of itself it has its own intrinsic limitation, since noth-
ing extrinsic to it limits it in its actuality. Here then is a clear
application of the central Suarezian proposition.

Flowing from Suarez’ notion of the partial actuality of even
primary matter are many other points in which he disagrees
with Thomists. Foremost among them is his teaching about
the pure potentiality of matter**® By his premise that there is
nothing which does not, of itself, have its own entitative actu-
ality, Suarez was led to assert that matter is metaphysically
an act, but an act which is pure potency in the sense that it
is totally ordered to receiving an informing act. It is, therefore,
an actually existing thing which is at the same time formally
only potential in the physical order, but partially active in
the metaphysical order. We have seen the difficulty of that
position, the difficulty that what is actual, since it is outside
its causes, is already so perfect that it cannot be in dependence
on any other cause in the same order. How can such a thing
be incomplete in the order of essence? Suarez did teach that
matter does not depend on its form as on a cause, and so there
is difficulty in seeing how their union can be substantial. As
to form, also, since it is of itself existing, and therefore is out-
side its causes, it is hard to see how it can yet depend on matter
as on its cause (as Suarez teaches that it does depend). If
form and matter are so complete and perfect in themselves as
to exist by their own distinct existence and if they can be con-
served without one another, the Thomists find it diffieult to
understand how they are partial essences. But Suarez, stick-
ing fast to the proposition that one thing can be perfection and
intrinsic limitation (even incompletion) of perfection affirmed
that (1) both matter and form have distinet existences; (2)
matter is purely potential with respect to substantial form; (8)
its union with form is not accidental but substantial, and this
last in spite of the fact that the Suarezian system also main-

48 Ibid., sect. 5.
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tains that it is not of the ratio of existing matter that it have
form, nor does the essence of matter demand this. Truly there
is a conception of substantial potency which is far indeed from
what Thomists name by that term.

Matter is produced and conserved by an act distinct from
the act inducing and conserving its informing form.*** Should
any doubt remain that in the Suarezian system potency, of
itseli, is, this proposition must dispel it. Matter (which is sub-
stantial potency) as the term of substantial production and
conservation properly is, for, as Suarez affirms, that is properly
made and created which properly is. Hence a thing is, and s
potential in one and the same order, the order of substance.
Suarez would answer of course that only under different aspects
is it both acutal and potential, entitatively is is actual, formally
it is potential. But the thing to grasp is that here once again
the Suarezian system does in fact admit that in one and the
same order a thing can be both actual and potential.

Closely allied to this teaching is Suarez’ proposition that mat-
ter alone, without any form, can be conserved in nature, not in
the ordinary course of nature, but through God’s power,** a
clear corollary from the teaching that matter of itself alone s
and does not have intrinsic dependence on the being of its
form. It is patent that one who teaches this doctrine cannot
conceive primary matter as purely potential to all act. But,
interestingly enough, Suarez develops the point that, even if
essence and existence were really distinct in creatures, there
would be no reason why God could not give existence to matter
aione, as God does in fact make accidents exist which are sepa-
rated from any subject. Here Suarez is maintaining that (on
the supposition of a real distinction) primary matter alone,
and without form could be actuated by an act which is not
primary matter, but is a reality distinct from it. It is clearly
an act, the act of being outside of its cause and outside noth-

44 7pid., disp. XV, sect. 8, n. 18; ef. also sect. 3, nn. 6-7; disp. XIII, sect. 4,
nn. 16-17.
45 Tbid., disp. XL, sect. 9, n. 1.
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ing, but it is the act of that which is, of itself, both formally
and entitatively, actually nothing.

The Thomist can not grant what Suarez here supposes, on
the ground that matter, since it is of itself actually nothing,
can not receive existence, for the existence of what is actually
nothing is repugnant. Suarez does not have that difficulty;
having already placed in primary matter its own partial essence,
he can, on his principles, admit a corresponding partial exis-
tence, even if that existence be supposed as distinct. Again,
the reason he can teach this is the judgment that what is of
itself Iimited can, of itself and in the same order, be actual.
The argument of Suarez from the fact that accidents without
a subject can exist to the possibility of matter’s separate exis-
tence seeins to indicate that he conceives matter, like an acci-
dent, as itself having some essence.

The being of matter depends on form, not as on a cause,
but as on a necessary condition and added actuality,*® yet
matter is a true cause of form.**” The first part of this proposi-
tion seems to the Thomist a simple deduction from the position
that matter is, of itself, actual; what is already act does not
- depend for its entity on the causal influence of some further

act of the same order. This position, immediately following
from Suarez’ central proposition of the physical order, is medi-
ately reducible to his central point in the metaphysical order—
what is, is its own actuality.

The position that form depends on matter as on a cause,
yet has its own separate existence and can be conserved in
nature (by God’s power) without matter *** is, on Suarez’ prin-
ciples, harder for the Thomist to understand. Whatever is

- existing for the Thomist, is so perfected and completed that,
having been constituted by all its causes it is placed outside
them and outside nothing. How, then, can form, causally de-
pending on matter, be without matter? On the position that
form depends on matter for its initial constitution, not for its

48 Ibid., disp. XV, sect. 9; sect. 8; disp. XIII, sect. 4, n. 13; disp. EXVII, sect. 2.
#47 Ibid., disp. XXVII, sect. 2, nn. 4-5.
448 Tbid., disp. XIII, sect. 4.
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conservation, the positions seem reconcilable. In that case, the
Thomist says, given matter and form, each is so complete in
being that it is existing without the other being metaphysically
necessary to it. How is substantial union possible between ele-
ments each so complete in its own actuality? Substantial union
is that which is required in order that a thing be so complete
that it can exist without a subject of inhesion and without a
further co-principle. Suarez’ basic notion that the substantially
actual can itself be so incomplete as to require further actuality
in the same substantial order allows him to teach what he does.

To be expected from Suarez’ principles is his position that a
composed substance is not really or modally distinet from its
essential parts taken together and united, but at most is ration-
ally distinet from them.*** This would seem to follow neces-
sarily from the position that each element has its own actuality;
the actuality of the composite therefore is a union of the com-
ponent actualities and not distinct from all of them taken as
united. The Thomists argue there is but one actuality, one
being in any substance, not a union of actualities. The differ-
ence is fundamental.

II. POTENCY AND ACT IN THE ORDER OF OPERATION

In order to understand the background of Suarez’ teaching
about the dependence of the human will on God and its motion
by God, we have examined his teaching about potency and act
in general. Our analysis of that doctrine in the order of being
led to the conclusion that it rests upon one principle: what-
ever is (except God Who is pure act) is both actual (has per-
fection) and potential (has limitation) of itself, and not by
reason of distinct principles which compose it. Or, equiva-
lently: created act is not limited by potency only but can
limit itself; and, conversely, what is limited can be its own
actuality. That proposition expresses the sum of the Suarezian
teaching about potency and act in metaphysical terms. We
have seen that in the physical order, too, the same judgment
is fundamental to Suarez’ doctrine as to Suarez’ teachings on

4% Tbid., disp. XXXVI, sect. 8.
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potency and act in the order of operation, the question is
whether that same metaphysical notion is applied by Suarez.
Is the judgment conceived in the order of being adapted to and
applied in the order of operation? The answer is that that
same judgment is applied here also; there is continuity between
the two orders in Suarez’ teaching. The judgment in this order
has its own peculiar form. It can be best expressed, perhaps, in
this way: an operative potency can be at one and the same time
in formal potency and yet have some act, in virtue of which it
can physically reduce itself to formal act. We do not say that
Suarez maintains this of every potency. He does teach, how-
ever, that it is not repugnant to the nature of a potency so to
reduce itself to act, and he maintains that some potencies do
thus reduce themselves to act.

It is evident that Suarez teaches passive operative powers
and some active operative powers, although with respect to
formal act they are merely potencies, are yet so actual that
they do not need to be premoved in order to have their acts
depending upon them.

Suarez does not explicitly say of any active powers that
they are, as powers, forms which are a virtual and eminent
act through which they can reduce themselves to the formal
act with respect to which they are in potency. Yet, from the
start of his treatment, it is evident that Suarez did not consider
it repugnant to the nature of an active power that it be, in
itself, so actual that it can reduce itself to formal act. He
writes “they (i.e., active powers) do not suffer by receiving
anything after the manner of first act by which they are com-
pleted in the ratio of agent principle, for, as 1 suppose, they
are principles complete in their own order (i.e., proximate or
instrumental) and do not require a further act by which they
are intrinsically completed for acting. Nor is it to the point
that such faculties sometimes need applieation or the motion
of another potency to exercise their actions . . . for this motion
is not through physical action and passion . . . but is brought
about through a sympathy of the powers of the same soul, and
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therefore this does not keep such a faculty from being purely
active, physically and properly speaking.” *°

Here, then, in clear terms, Suarez indicates his conception
that a purely active power, as such, does not necessarily need
any physical application to its own act. Such a power can be
so complete as to have sufficient actuality in itself to move
itself, without any extrinsic physical application, since as for-
mally potential such a faculty lacks formal act. Since, how-
ever, it is physically sufficient to move itself to act, it must
have in some way the very act which it lacks in a formal way.
This single passage we have quoted might easily lead one to
suppose that Suarez teaches, not only that some active powers
are of themselves sufficiently actual to reduce themselves to
act, but that all active powers are such. However, he teaches
explicitly ** that when formal act is to be acquired through a
virtual quality through physical and natural motion, then the
formal act in question is natural to the agent; therefore, motion
to it is principally from the generator. That does not contradict
what Suarez said later. What is involved is not an assertion
that it is intrinsically repugnant for a thing to be in virtual act
and in formal potency, but an assertion that motion to a con-
natural form is principally from the generator. Hence, in those
cases in which the motion is principally attributed to the
generator, Suarez assigns, not the nature of potency, but the
demands of natural motion as the reason why the virtual act
which is a potency to a natural form is moved to formal act.

We must not forget that Suarez explicitly states that, even
for active powers which do require application, the application
is through moral not physical motion. In the twenty-second
disputation, he rejects a distinct physical premotion of created
powers by God; *°? in the thirty-first, he teaches that creatures

450 Ibid., disp. XLIII, sect. 2, n. 1; f. footnote # 392.

451 Ibid., disp. X VIIL, sect. 7.

32 Dico ergo: divinus eoncursus quatenus est aliquid ad extra per se essentialiter
est aliquid permodum actionis vel saltem per modum cujusdam fieri immediate
manantis a Deo . . . Concursus primae causae practer id quod est per modum
actionis non includit ex intrinseca necessitate aliquid de novo inditum ipsi causae
secundae quod sit principium actionis ejus, vel conditio ad illam necessaria. Dico
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can be principal causes of the existence of their effects.*® The
corollary of these teachings is that at least some created physi-
cal powers can physically apply themselves to second act. In
the cases where one thing can not be at one time in virtual act
and in formal potency the reason is the special nature of the
formal act involved and, therefore, of the motion to it. Suarez
teaches that it is not contrary to the nature of an active power
that it can apply itself to its own act, and that some active
powers do so. It would follow that such a faculty as a power,
bas in itself in some way the acts in question.

As to passive powers the teaching of Suarez is even more
clear. He writes that a passive power per se ordained to a
determined act is eminently its active principle.** Again he
says a passive power, in as much as it has the actual perfec-
tion of such a species, can be a power eminently or virtually
containing another act and formally actuable through this act.
Later he implies that a power can both receive an act and be
its principle inasmuch as it contains that act virtually or
eminently.**® Suarez, we have seen, taught that the principle
“ one thing cannot be in potency and m act at the same time ”
does not apply in the case of immanent or vital actions.*
Hence, some things can be in virtual act and in formal potency;
as to immanent acts, the second act is contained in first act,
virtually and eminently. In these cases, the dissimilarity be-
tween agent and patient is dissimilarity between a form for-
mally taken and another which eminently contains it. The
human will, for example, as first act, eminently contains its
own second act. Any form that contains another form virtually
and eminently has that other in a more perfect mode; it
actually contains it in an exceeding degree. Here, then, in the
notion of the eminent actuality of passive powers and of all

de novo inditum quia certum est concursum causae secundae supponere in illa
virtutem agendi datam et conservatam a prima causa (Ibid., disp. XXTII, sect. 2,
nn. 15, 19; consult this whole section for Suarez’ rejection of premotion and
predetermination) .

458 Ibid., disp. XXX1, sect. 9. 455 Jhid., sect. 2, n. 14; Ibid., n. 16.

8¢ Ibid., disp. XLITI, sect. 6. 456 Ihid., disp. XVIIL, sect. 7, n. 19.
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equivocal agents is his basis for saying that many things seem
to move themselves from potency to act.

It is worth noting that, concerning the particular principle
of immanent acts which is the human will, Suarez teaches that
it alone is the proximate principle quo of both acting and re-
ceiving. He rejects the position that, whereas will plus appeti-
tion of the end is the principle of acting; the will alone is the
principle of receiving.*** The will as principle of acting is not
distinct from the principle of receiving even by partial entity
as the including is distinct from the included; by itself it is
sufficient to move itself. Here then in the order of operation is
a clear application of the metaphysical notion that the limited
can itself be somehow actual.

Interesting, too, i1s the Suarezian teaching about the relative
nobility of potency and act.**® Speaking of active power he
says that its act is not from its very genus more perfect than
the power for, to the latter, act adds no perfection since it does
not exceed the active power of the potency; that is, the potency
from its very genus is more perfect since the potency perfects
the act rather than the other way around. Speaking later of
passive powers, Suarez says, that the act is in some way the
more perfect, since it is better to be with act than without it,
but this view does not consider things simply.*® A passive
power which is per se ordered to this act is more perfect than
the act, for the potency is eminently the active principle.
Thomists hold that it does in fact exceed the power of any
faculty, that of itself it actually moves itself to act and through
such motion its act causally depends on it. Since the very per-
fection of potency consists in actually having its act and since
potency cannot give itself act, the potency receives its perfec-
tion; it is not sufficient to give its own perfection to itself.
Then, precisely as potency, it is less perfect for it can not alone
achieve that for which it ¢s, namely, its operation.

457 Jbid., n. 5.
458 Ihid., disp. XLIII, sect. 6.
459 Ibid., n. 19.
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IV. Criticism or THE TricHING oN HUMAN FrREBDOM
I. THE FREE ACT

1. The Central Doctrine. Having seen the background for
the whole of Suarez’ doctrine on potency and act, we can hope
to approach with understanding the task of criticizing his teach-
ing about that potency which is the human will and its act.
The student who would read Suarez on human freedom alone
and attempt to criticize that doctrine without regard to the
more general teaching could hardly arrive at a certain conclu-
sion. While he might suspect the Suarezian principle under-
lying the teaching on the will, he would not find adequate
verification of the principle in the doctrine on liberty alone.
What then is the underlying concept in Suarez’ whole treat-
ment of the human will and its motion under God? The prin-
ciple involved here is the metaphysical principle we discovered
as basic in the Suarezian concept of potency and act: The
limited and imperfect can be its own actuality; the actual can
be its own intrinsic limitation. More proximately, and as
adapted to the order of operation that principle can be formu-
lated thus: A created faculty which is potential with respect
to formal second act can have in itself a virtual and eminent
actuality in virtue of which it can, without distinct physical
premotion, reduce itself to formal second act. That is the judg-
ment which is basic in Suarez’ account of the acts of man’s
free will and, its movement by Ged, and that is the principle
which gives this teaching continuity. with the whole Suarezian
system.

That Suarez bases his doctrine about the free act of man
on that principle is beyond question; the whole foundation of
his teaching about the created free act is that the potency is
not physically premoved to that act, but reduces itself to act
under simultaneous concursus. A thing can be reduced from
potency to act only by a being in act; clearly then, the will
which is (with respect to formal act) potential is yet of itself
so actual as to move itself to that act without a prior reduction
to act. With regard to the motion of the free will, he writes
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that in a free act neither the first cause nor the second has any
priority of nature; neither acts on the other*® Tt must follow
that God does not move the will, but that it moves itself.
Clearly, then, the very reality which is a potency is somehow
itself actual. Suarez also says that God’s concursus is not pre-
vious to or distinct from the human act; it is not concerned
with the principle of the act (the faculty), nor does it in any
way incline or strengthen that principle for acting.*®* What can
this mean but that the will alone is a sufficient physical prin-
ciple of its own reduction to act and that, therefore, even as
potency it is actual? Is not essentially the same notion involved
in Suarez’ statement that God’s act ad extra has no priority to
the act of the creature other than a priority of nobility? *°
Especially interesting, however, is Suarez’ more detailed
argumentation against God’s premotion of the human will.*®
His general reason is that the essential subordination of second
causes to God is amply safeguarded by simultaneous concursus.
He argues, in particular, that the will needs no application to
its act. His reason is that there is a sufficient application
through the proposition of the object. Clearly, then, a faculty
plus its object (which object Suarez insists from the beginning
has no efficiency with regard to the act) is ipso facto sui-
ficiently applied to its own act without a previous divine
intervention applying the faculty. Necessarily, then, either
the faculty in itself contains in some way the very applica-
tion, or no efficiency at all is required to apply a faculty to
operation. Thomists, insisting on the real distinction between
potency and act, maintain that it is metaphysically impossible
for that which is only power to apply itself to act for nothing
can give a perfection which it itself lacks. Suarez, however,
can teach that the human will needs no extrinsic application
to act, and he can teach this because from the outset he has
judged that the limited and potential is also, in some way, its
own perfection and actuality. Therefore, as his own words

489 Opus. Primum, Liber I, cap. 15, n. 7. 402 Ihid., n. 8.
481 Ibid., cap. 4, n. 6. %8 Ibid., capp. 5-6.
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show clearly, the only application he conceives here is the
presentation of the object to the power. That this power as
such needs application to act he does not see, for the poten-
tial is somehow actual. The real point of difference here be-
tween Suarez and the Thomists, then, is not simply a question
of human freedom; what is involved is the very nature of
potency and act.

According to Suarez, also, the will needs no motion, for the
motion would have no term which he can determine. The term
can not be the act of the second agent for, if it were, only God
would be active in producing the act. This teaching (so
thoroughly in accord with what Suarez had written about the
complete active and dominative power of the will over its own
act) is flatly opposed by Thomists who insist that the will can
be active in producing its act only on condition that it be
moved by God. In itself, the will is (with respect to act) mere
potency which to be active must be activated, for the potential
is not, of itself, actual.

Thus God’s motion does not deny activity to the power;
rather it gives activity to it. Suarez reasons that if God moves
the power to act then the power itself must be only passive. He
does not conceive as possible a motion of this power to its act,
a motion which gives to this power the actual activity of the
power. He does not conceive it because he has already con-
ceived the very power as somehow actual in such a way that
for God to activate it would mean that its own connatural
and due power to reduce itself to act is thereby impeded.

In Suarez’ view, the will needs no complement in order to
act, for every power 1s adequate to its own act. Especially to
be noted is his argument against any complement which is a
fluid quality. He argues that a faculty with such a quality
and with simultaneous concursus either needs another pre-
motion, or it does not. If it does, the process continues to
infinity (which is patently absurd) . If it does not need another,
then the first premotion is not needed either. Second causes by
nature do not require it (since this second cause, viz. faculty
plus quality, does not need premotion), and why could not
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God give creatures permanent powers equal to the combination
of faculty plus quality? The Thomist answers, of course, that
given this quality the faculty does not need another, as a ship
already moving does not need another motion in order that it
be moving. This one premotion, however, is necessary; even
the moved second cause, while moved, requires to be moved.
In other words the second cause can not reduce itself to the
actuality of its own act. Every secondary agent, then, even
the agent which has this quality, does by nature require it in
order to act. In the second place, the Thomist adds, a perma-
nent quality is impossible, for the reason that this quality is
essentially a motion not a form. Suarez argues as he does
because he has not understood fully the nature of this motion,
and the reason he has not well understood it is because he has
already excluded the need of any such motion on the ground
that the potency itself is somehow actual.

For Suarez, no excitation of the second cause is needed, and
here again the final reason for his position is the basic judgment
that the will can reduce itself to act. Ultimately the whole
Suarezian position about the motion of the will from first act
to second act rests on the principle that there is no medium
between first and second act. If that be true, if between power
to act and the very acting there is no medium, then, of course,
the will as a power is not moved to act by anything extrinsic
to itself. Tt can be true only if the power itself is somehow
actual. Only then can the will have (in the Suarezian sense)
that complete active power over its own act which Suarez
postulates, an active power so complete that the very potency
moves itself to act.

As to the determination of the human will it is abundantly
clear that Suarez maintains that it is from the will alone that
the intellectual appetite which is in a special way undetermined
and indifferent (from its very nature as following an intel-
lectual knowledge) can determine itself. Thus, he says that
determination of the will, not only need not be, but can not be
from any agent extrinsic to the will or from any reality pre-
vious to the act of the will, for the determination is formally

4
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and physically the very act of the will** It is, of course,
admitted by all that the determination of the will is the act
of the will; the will determines itself. Suarez does not mean
only that; he means that this determination is from the will
as the latter is untouched by any previous determining quality.
For him, if the will receives determination prior to its act, it
is passive.**® This is against the position that the will receives
determination to determine itself. If any doubt remains, we
have his arguments that predetermination of the created will
would destroy indifference of specification and of exercise; he
says that, since the will has freedom both of specification and
of exercise, it cannot be pre-determined.**® Speaking of the
supernatural order, Suarez argues that there is in us no deter-
mining aid which is neither habit nor act, and he further notes
that determination (through grace) would destroy that freedom
which the will must have ***

Suarez simply dismisses any predetermining element; the
will is not, in his system, predetermined in order that it deter-
mine itself. His reason is crystal-clear; the proposition “ an
indifferent power cannot of itself produce a determined effect ”
is true of a power which is indifferent by reason of some im-
perfection or defect. It is not true of a power (such as the
will) which is mmdifferent from its very perfection.*®® A faculty
which is positively and actively indifferent can of its own
intrinsic power determine itself to_its acts. Here, too, he is
supposing that the undetermined, the potential, is, in an emi-
nent way, its own determination, its own perfection. Indeter-
mination can be an expansive perfection embracing the perfec-
tion of the many possible determinations; the potential can
be an expansive actuality which somehow embraces the per-
fection of the many possible acts. The formula is by now
familiar; there is unity and cohesion in the system of Suarez.

2. Consequential Teachings. The central and vital point in
Suarez’ teaching about the motion of the free human faculty
8¢ Ibid., cap. 8.

485 Ibid., n. 4. 67 Ihid., Liber IYI, cap. 12.
%9 Ibid., capp. 9-11. 408 hid., Liber I, cap. 8, n. 6.













































































































































































































































