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SN

HE problem of how man can and should love God has
always been one of great interest. It has been asked
whether or not it is possible to love God more than self,

or, in other words, if one can love God with a love which 1s

not, in reality, a mere seeking of personal happiness. If a truly
disinterested love for God is admitted as possible, what then,
is the precise relation of such a love to the natural desire for
happiness and perfection? For the Scholastics, admitting the
possibility of a love of God above self, a difficulty arose from
the acceptance of Aristotle’s teaching that anything is loved
insofar as it constitutes a “ good ” for the lover. In technical
terms, the question was whether the pursuit of happiness, of
one’s “ proper good,” was the formal, or only the material
motive of the love of God. St. Thomas affirmed the possibility
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of a love of God above self, and devoted his attention to proving
why this was so.

In addition to this primary problem, there arises the question

of the relation of the natural to the supernatural love for God.
In the first place, St. Thomas held, as we shall attempt to show,
that a free, explicit act of love for God is possible in the natural
order, without grace. But what, then, is the relation of super-
natural charity to this natural love? The essential principle of
the Thomistic response is that grace does not destroy, but
rather perfects the natural orientation of the will to God.
. In considering these various problems we intend to present
a study of the doctrine of St. Thomas himself, which will be
introduced, however, by an examination of several modern in-
terpretations of various aspects of this teaching. First there
will be a discussion of different opinions on the principles of the
Thomistic selution. This will be followed by a consideration of
the natural love for God itself, seen as a free act or as a physical
tendency. Finally will come a treatment of the relation of the
natural to the supernatural love for God. The second part of
this article will deal with the Thomistic doctrine itself, as well
as its principles and consequences.

I. Tae PrincipLEs oF THE THOMISTIC DOCTRINE

A. Pierre Rousselot, S. J.

When, in 1507, Pére Rousselot, S.J., published his study,
Pour UHistoire du Probléme de UAmour au Moyen Age, he
focused attention on the problem of the pure love of God in
the Scholastics and gave the impetus for most of the modern
treatments of this doctrine.' For this reason, the positions
taken by this author, both as to the existence in the Middle
Ages of two “ schools ™ of love—the “ physical ” and the “ ec-
static "—and as to the proper understanding of the teaching
of St. Thomas, form a necessary starting point for a discussion

*P. Rousselot, S.J., “ Pour I'Historie du Probleme de PAmour au Moyen Age,”
Beitrige zur Geschichie der Philosophie des Mittelalters (Mimster, 1908), VI, 6.
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of the modern history of this question. As we are concerned
only with St. Thomas, we may pass over the historical part
of this work, and consider only the exposition given of the
“ physical ” or “ Greco-Thomist ” theory. This theory seeks to
reconcile egoistic love, the seeking of happiness, with a * pure ”
love for God, and claims that this latter, if properly understood,
is not affected adversely by the legitimate seeking of what is
the proper good of the lover. The Ecstatic Theory, on the other
hand, asserted that a true love for God had to be a complete
self-giving, to such a degree that any reference at all to the
lover’s own good would taint its purity.

Fundamental in the Physical Theory is that, the object of
the human will being beatitude, all human striving is thus
directed to seeking one’s own happiness, so that self-love is the
most powerful form of love, by which all other love is to be
measured.? St. Thomas could thus go so far as to define love
as the “relation or adaptation to something as to one’s own
proper good.”® How then would it be possible to love God
more than self? It seems that God could be loved only as
the source of one’s greatest happiness. ““ To avoid such a reduc-
tion,” says P. Rousselot, “it would be necessary to find a
principle which would lead man to tend to the good of God
just as spontaneously, just as naturally, just as directly as he
tends to his own good.” * St. Thomas here uses the principle
of unity, for the basis of love is unity, and a thing is loved
msofar as it is united to the lover.’

Aristotle had said that the root of frendship was ““ communi-
cation,” a sharing, and St. Thomas accepted this position. How-
ever, according to Rousselot, this communication cannot be a
merely external thing, a mere harmony, but there must be a
unity “ properly so-called ” ¢ at the basis of love. The reason
given for this is that the similarity, resulting from such external

2P. 9; cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic., 9, 4 and St. Thomas, Quodl. V, q. 3, a. 2 (ed.
Spiazzi, 1949); III Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 6; Summa Theol., II-II, q. 25, a. 4

2 De Div. Nom., c. 4, lect. 9. *P. 11; cf. Summa Theol., I-II, q. 1, a. 8.

¢P. 10. SP. 25.
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communication is in reality “a form of multiplicity; and as
such, does not give the reason for its unity.”” Rather, as the
ultimate basis of unity, a unique being must be found. Aristotle
had pointed out the way to a closer form of unity, stating that
“ friendship felt towards others seems to have come from
friendship to self,” on which St. Thomas comments that a
friend is like another self.® St. Thomas pushed the idea of
unity in love beyond that of a mere social relationship to the
point where so close was the union that the lover considered
the object of his love as a part of himself. He went further,
however, to see the love of God as “ the typical affection, that
which measures the others, it being that in which the good of
the lover depends totally, exclusively, on the beloved.”? In
love, the closest unity is found in a love of unequals, in which
the inferior is to the superior as determinable to determinant.*
The basis of unity here would be the absolute dependence of
creature on Creator.

With this background, St. Thomas uses, in treating of the
love of God, the notion of the relation of part to whole: the
part, as such, tends more strongly to the good of the whole,
of which it is a part, than to its own proper, separate good.
Unity 1s still the fundamental principle, according to Rousselot,
“ as long as one does not restrict it (unity) to the egoistic and
closed unity of the individual.” ** The unity of individuals in
the same species is no less real than that of the individual
supposit,’® and St. Thomas has “ destroyed the notion of the
“ closed individual.” * P. Simonin believes Rousselot has ex-
aggerated his criticism of the individual,’® yet it would seem

7Ibid., n. 2.
8 Aristotle, Eth. Nic., 9, 4; St. Thomas, IX Ethic., lect. 4.
°P. 28. 1 P. 29, and n. 1.

1 Quodl. 1, q. 4, a. 8; Summa Theol., I, q. 60, a. 5; I-II, q. 109, a. 3, TL-TI, q. 26,
a. 3, ete.

1P, 1. 13 Ibid., n. 2.

14 Pp. 81-32, with reference to Summa Theol., I-11, q. 109, a. 8.

Y, D. Simonin, O.P., “Autour de la Solution Thomiste du Probléme de
V'Amour,” Archives d'flistoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age, VI (1931),
261, and n. 2.
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that Rousselot is merely stressing the fact that a restrictive
egoism is not a truly natural tendency, that the notion of
“ natura curva in seipsam > is not a Thomistic one. By stopping
at the notion of individual unity, one would end with a frag-
mentary view, and Rousselot emphasizes that ““ everything, by
nature, by all that it is, belongs to another.” ** Rousselot would
enlarge the notions of “ part ” and “ whole ” to include those of
“ participant ” (participans) and “ participated ” (participa-
tum), and he states that “ what St. Thomas says of parts, he
means even more with regard to participations.” *’

Applying this to the question of the love of God, St. Thomas
says, “ Every creature, naturally, by all that it is, is of God.” *®
Man, as a creature, is bound to God by a bond of unity more
strong than that by which he is one with himself, and he is
united to God in love, in the strongest of all unions, in a love
of unequals. ,

Thus, the love of desire (amor concupiscentiae) , considered
as an instrument of the individual’s own good, is in harmony
with the love of friendship (amor amicitiae) in which the indi-
vidual considers himself in function of the object loved, because
“my natural love constitutes me as part of a vast ensemble
which surrounds me, or as a participation of a superior being
who gives me existence.” ** It is by a fully natural tendency
that man loves God above self.

In brief, Rousselot sees unity as the basis of all love. This
unity is not a matter of mere social relationship, but a unity
“ properly so-called,” and thus the individual unity is the reason
for love of self. But the individual is to be seen as having
closer bonds of unity with the species, the universe and with
God, and thus God is loved above self. This is proved by use
of the “ part and whole ” principle, interpreted in the light of
participation, so that the part is the participant, the whole is
the participated. God is the ““ whole ” to which man is related

¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 80, a. 5; cf. I-I1, q. 26, a. 4; II-II, q. 58, a. 5; q. 64, a. 5.
1P, 18.

18 Summa Theol., I, q. 60, a. 5.

1* Pp. 13-14, with reference to De Div. Nom.. c. 4. lect. 9-10.
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as a “part,” and, as a part, he tends more to the whole than
to self.

Without considering two other points treated by Rousselot
in regard to the general principles of the Thomistic position, we
may note only that he examines the special difficulties found
in man, endowed with free will. The author points out that
the opposition of the individual good to that of God is con-
tingent upon the disorders arising from original sin*®* There
are, we are told, two levels of appetition: one natural, incor-
rupted and incorruptible, the other rational, translating the
love of God to a love of the good “in communi,” and capable
of being directed against the natural love of God.** However,
Rousselot adds, this rational appetite, centering first on the
individual, ““ then translates itself, by a natural and insensible
change, into a love of friendship.” * The point of this, in
spite of some confusions, is that God is really the ultimate
object of all appetitions, of all movements of the will, therefore,
there 1s no opposition in willing one’s own good and in loving
God. There 1s a “ unique object > specifying all love.?®

The interpretation of the doctrine of St. Thomas, as given by
P. Rousselot, is seen, even in this brief summary, to touch on
matters of fundamental importance. He has given only the
main lines of his own interpretation, and, as a result, there is
some doubt on the full and exact meaning of some of his state-
ments.

With regard to specific points, we wrote that Rousselot
considers unity almost exclusively as the basis of love. In this
there seems to be a neglect of the explicit doctrine of St. Thomas
that the good and similitude are the proper causes of love.?
St. Thomas speaks precisely of a union of similitude as the
basis of love, and not merely of unity.?® While we may agree
with P. Simonin that Rousselot “ was completely right in

2 Pp. 16-17; cf. Summa Theol., I-II, q. 109, a. 3.
2P, 18.

f22 Ibid., cf. III Sent., d.29, q. 1, a.3, ad 8; III Cont. Gent., c. 153; Summa Theol.,
II-IL, g. 27, a. 3.

#P. 18, n. 1. * Summa Theol, I-I1, q. 26, 2. 3.  *°Ibid., q. 28, a. 1, ad 2.



THE DISINTERESTED LOVE OF GOD 313

bringing back the problem of love to that of the one and the
multiple,” ** there remains much to be said on this matter of
the cause of love.

A similar criticism may be offered of Rousselot’s view that
it is a formal “ communication ” that is at the basis of friend-
ship. While there has been much controversy on this point, the
opinion of Rousselot (that of J. Keller, 0.P.) must be some-
what modified, for a merely formal communication seems to
found only a possible, and not an actual love.”

Clearly, however, the question of fundamental importance is
the interpretation of the principle of the “ part and whole.”
That this principle is constantly invoked by St. Thomas on
this problem there can be no doubt, but its precise meaning
is not easy to discover. It seems certain that Rousselot has
avoided the danger of pantheism, which would follow from a
too literal interpretation of this principle, but some precisions
will have to be offered as to the exact meaning attributed to
it by St. Thomas. As we shall see, Gilson completely rejects
the principle on the grounds that man is not a “ part ” of God.
We may note, too, that the “ whole” need not always be
taken as God, but may refer also to the individual’s relation
to the common good of all creation, so that the principle is not
alawys seen in the light of formal participation, but also in
that of finality.

In spite of these criticisms, however, Rousselot has given a
sound, if incomplete, view of the Thomistic teaching, and
negative criticism is not needed as much as further explanation.

B. Etienne Gilson.

The learned historian, M. Etienne Gilson, in his work, The
Spirit of Medieval Philosophy,”® while discussing “ Love and

* Op. cit., p. 261, n. 2.

*7Cf. M. Th. Coconnier, O0.P., “La Charité d’aprés saint Thomas d’Aquin,”
Révue Thomiste, XIIT (1905), 641-660; XIV (1906), 5-30; XV (1907), 1-17;
Joseph Keller, 0. P., “ De Virtute Caritatis ut Amicitia quaedam Divina,” Xenia
Thomistica (Rome, 1925), II, 238-279; H. D. Simonin, O.P. in a “ Compte-rendue,”
Bulletin Thomiste, VIL (1930), n. 77.

%8 The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy, trans. A. H.C. Downes (New York, 1836).
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Its Object” (Chapter XIV) has given his interpretation of St.
Thomas’ solution to the problem of love. His special hope is
to show the fundamental unity between the “Physical ” or
Thomistic doctrine and that called “ Ecstatic” by Rousselot,
who had so sharply distinguished them. In considering the
latter Gilson discusses especially the teachings of St. Bernard
of Clairvaux and of William of St. Thierry, and devotes a
special appendix to Rousselot’s view that both conceptions
appear in different writings of St. Bernard.”

Between both the Cistercian, “ Ecstatic ” and the Thomist
or “ Physical ” schools lies ““ a profound unity of inspiration.” *
St. Thomas considers what is natural to man “ de iure,” while
the Cistercians begin with the actual, “ de facto ” consideration
of man’s fallen nature. Both, however, hold that a love of God
above self is natural to man, once the meaning of the term
“natural ” in both cases is clarified.®* In both schools, also,
one finds God as the source of the creature’s love for Him,*
and furthermore, the “ problem of love ” is really the same for
both, “ or rather they come to the same thing.” ** Gilson feels
that a too clear-cut distinction can be made between the two
theories, and he finds a fundamental agreement on the solution
of the problem.®*

In discussing the actual position of St. Thomas Gilson rightly
sees that the real question is why man is naturally inclined to
love God more than self. He notes that “ what has made it
easy to go astray here is the common contemporary abuse of
what, originally, was a mere metaphor, the first step in a
manuductio, too often taken in a distressingly literal way.” *
He is referring here to the understanding of the principle of
the part and whole, of which Rousselot had made so much.

The Thomistic argumentation is exposed as follows: Man
naturally loves his own good, and thus must love that on which
the good depends; man, as an intellectual creature, realizes this
dependence on God. This is why the part naturally exposes

* Pp. 289 1. *t Pp. 291-294. B P. 282. %5 Ibid.
3P, 281, *2 Pp. 273-276. 3P, 283,
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itself to danger for the whole. From this comes the doctrine of
“ physical ” love, “in which the relation of the divine to the
human good is represented as the relation of a whole to its
part.” *® God, as being the very condition of man’s existence,
is loved more than self. The truth in this, however, is easily
falsified, especially if the doctrine is carried beyond the biologi-
cal; ““ the relation of dependence in which man stands to God
is no longer that of a part to its whole. God is not a whole of
which man is a part. . . .”* A literal interpretation of this
principle would, according to Gilson, be patently false and
absurd.

The true solution, he says, lies in ascertaining “ in what sense
itis true to say that God is the ‘ universal ’ good of which man
is but a particular case.” ** This solution is ready at hand in the
doctrine of analogy: every particular good is a resemblance of
the sovereign good, and “it is impossible to love the image
without at the same time loving the original, and if we know,
as we do know, that the image is only an image, it is impossible
to love it without preferring the original.” ** Man, bearing a
greater likeness to God than lower creatures, in striving to
perfect self, is perfecting the image of God, and is thus, in
reality, loving God more than self. In arriving at this con-
clusion, Gilson again notes the harmony with the solution
presented by the Cistercian school*

The key, then, to the Thomistic position is not the part-whole
principle, but that of analogy and similitude. It is easy to see
how different is this view from that of Rousselot. The principle
which for Rousselot was central is for Gilson a mere metaphor
capable of leading to false conclusions if taken at face value,
and, nevertheless, both authors claim that theirs is the true
interpretation of St. Thomas.

In all the Thomistic texts dealing specifically with this prob-
lem, except the earliest one, the Angelic Doctor seems to make
the part-whole principle the basis of his solution. One must be

P, 284, 8 Ibid. “P. 287.
TP, 285. 3P, 286.
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careful not to consider it lightly without sufficient examination.
Gilson’s main objection is that man cannot be considered as
part of God, seen as the whole. To this, first of all, we may
remark that, in virtue of this principle, it is by no means
necessary to consider God Himself as the whole, As we shall
hope to show later on, the universe of creatures is, in some texts,
considered as the whole, to the good of which man is more
strongly oriented than to his own isolated good. There is no
reason for denying that man is a. part of this whole, and St.
Thomas speaks of the ““ universe of creatures to which man is
compared as part to whole.,” ** Gilson would probably remark,
as he did in the case of the citizen exposing himself to death
for the good of the state, that man is not a “ natural ” part of
the universe. It is certainly true that the universe is not a
“ natural ” whole, in the technical sense of the term, but it
is a relative whole of which man is truly a part, and as such he
is ordered to the good of that whole. In any case, Gilson has
not considered this aspect of the Thomistic position.

If this view is neglected, the other opmion i which God
Himself is the whole is dismissed. It is obviously true that a
material and literal interpretation of this principle leads only
to pantheism, but it is somewhat strange that the author who
bases his whole interpretation of St. Thomas on the doctrine
of analogy did not interpret this principle in an analogical sense.
When St. Thomas states explicitly that the * inferior ” is com-
pared to the * superior ” as part to whole, he is evidently inter-
preting the principle in an analogical manner.** Just as a
literal view of this principle leads to error, so a too restricted
view of it precludes the possibility of understanding the prin-
ciple as St. Thomas used it. He gave to it a metaphysical
value, and man, if not a natural or physical part of God, is
truly a participation of God.

With regard to analogy, and the “image theory,” one may
say that similitude as the cause of love must be seen in its

41 Qumma Theol., I-11, q. 2, a. 8, ad 2.
42 De Div. Nom., c. 4, lect. 9.



THE DISINTERESTED LOVE OF GOD 317

relation to the good as a cause of love, i.e., the notion of
entitative similarity must be related to that of finality, which
is the proper order of love, in order to obtain a complete under-
standing of the Thomistic solution. Finality must be considered
so as to understand the nature and direction of love.

In addition, there is a practical difficulty with Gilson’s
‘image theory.” The notion of man as an “image” of God
is a fairly difficult metaphysical consideration, and if this is
to be grasped intellectually as the basis of an explicit love of
God above self, one may doubt that it offers the best solution
to the problem. In fact, Father D’Arcy was led to ask if then,
in Gilson’s theory, one is to love God more by striving for
personal perfection, or to “ go out of self ” and seek God, and
as a result, perfect self.** The “image theory,” while clarifying
the problem, dees not seem to offer a definitive solution.
Finally, it is difficult to see how, in not considering finality, a
purely eudemonistic view on the whole question 1s avoided. As
was stated above, in the actual Thomistic texts dealing with
this problem it is the part-whole principle which provides the
key to the solution of the difficulty.

C. Vincent Héris, O. P,

In an article “ L’Amour Naturel de Dieu,” in the Mélanges
Thomistes,** Pére V. Héris, O. P., has given an outline of the
general Thomistic teaching on the creature’s natural love for
God. The background for his discussion is the order of the
universe for which God could propose no other end than
Himself. In this framework the author treats of the part-whole
principle, for, he says, St. Thomas bases himself on the unity
and order of creation to show that the individual ereature is
inclined naturally to love God above self, since it tends more
to the good of the whole than to the exclusive good of self.*s
The natural mode of action of the individual creature is to
tend to the perfection of the whole, to prefer the good of the

(3

4 M. C. D’Arey, S.J., The Mind and the Heart of Love (New York, 1947), p. 98.
44 Mélanges Thomistes (XKain, 1923).
 Pp. 293-294.
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whole to its own limited good.*® The good of the whole is
not only the intrinsic good of order, but also the extrinsic good
to which the whole is ordered, viz. God. Love of self is derived
from this primary love.

With regard to unity as a basis for love, Héris is in funda-
mental agreement with Rousselot, and he states that the part,
as such, does not have a true and perfect unity except in and
by the whole, and is thus, in some way, more closely united
to the whole than to self.”

In a special section the author discusses this natural love
as found in intellectual creatures. Here there is the added
difficulty of free will, but also, and more important, there is
the fact that such beings constitute an end in themselves, and
are not mere parts, but enter into the “ principal intention of
nature.” ** In this case, Héris states that the order to God
only (and not to the universe) must be considered, for we
must recognize the intellectual creature “ by no means as a
part, but (rather as) a participation of the infinite whole from
which the world depends.” *°

By way of comment, we may note that Héris has not con-
sidered at all the “ image theory ” of Gilson, and has not dis-
cussed the question of similitude as a cause of love. The
principal cause of love, however, he correctly sees to be the
end, the good to which a being is ordered. On one point may
some criticism be offered: the author in treating of the part-
whole principle interprets the ““ whole ” as the universe only
when not dealing with intellectual creatures. In this latter
case, he notes that the intellectual creature cannot be sacrificed
to the good of the universe, and, as constituting an end in itself,
cannot be considered a part of the universe in the strict sense.
However, man, though having a direct ordination to God
which is lacking in lower creatures, is not thus exempted from
the whole. St. Thomas remarks that intellectual creatures were
necessary for the perfection of the universe, and not that the

£ Ctf. Summa Theol., I-IL, q. 109, a. 3.  ** P. 802; Summa Theol., I, q. 98, a. 1.
TP, 296. 2P, 303.
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universe is subordinated to the intellectual creature.®® One
may also recall that man’s condemnation to hell in some way
is for the good of the universe. The point to be made is that
the universe is a relative, not a strictly natural, whole—man is
not a part of the universe as the hand is a part of the body.
But in a relative whole the part and the whole have the same
end. Therefore, the part-whole principle, when applied to the
intellectual creature, does not have to be seen only in the light
of participation.™

D. Th. de Régnon, S.J., Pedro Descogs, S.d., and Martin C.
D’Arcey, S.J.

We may come now to consider several authors who, seeing
defects in the Thomistic solution to the problem of love, have
proposed several modifications of their own. De Régnon and
Descogs will be considered together.

Pére Descogs, defining love as an, appetite for or a complais-
ance in the good, divides it into an imperfect form directed
to some good (in aliquo bono) and a complete or perfect form
directed to a person (velle bonwm alicui). This latter form is
further divided into an imterested, natural love “of concupi-
scence,” in which the person to whom the good is willed is
the lover himself, and a disinterested love “ of friendship,” or
“ benevolence,” which is a personal love directed to another.”

50 Ct. IT Cont. Gent., c. 46, and Joseph LeGrand, 8. J., L'Univers et '’Homme dans
la Philosophie de Saint Thomas (Brussels, 1946), I, 230-249.

5t R. Garrigou-Lagrange, O0.P. has also devoted his attention to this problem
(L’Amour de Dieu et la Croix de Jésus (Juvisy, 1929), I, 61-162; “ De Amore
Puro secundum sancti Themae Principia,” Angelicum, VII (1930), 3-16). There is
a lengthy discussion of various false positions, both philosophical and theological,
and it is pointed out that St. Thomas has avoided all of these. Regarding the part-
whole principle as the basis of the Thomistic doctrine, the author interprets it in
the light of participation, much as Rousselot did, and he states there is absolutely
no danger of pantheism here. In dealing with man’s natural union with God as the
basis of love for God, he mentions only that God is man’s “ tofa ratio existend:,” but
does not explain further. When God is loved as the source of human happiness,
He is loved “nobis,” but not in any way “ propter nos.”

52 [nstitutiones Metaphysicae Generales (Paris, 1925), pp. 398-391. This division
is certainly not Thomistic. For St. Thomas, the “amor concupiscentiae” was not
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Both forms presuppose a union or unity between, and a propor-
tion or connaturality of lover and loved. Excepting a reference
to de Régnon, Descoqs offers no defense of this division.”

Descoqs then considers the problem of pure love, in the
framework proposed by Rousselot. The author finds the work
of his confrére rather unsatisfactory and calls for a new histori-
cal study, as well as for a doctrinal synthesis of which he
himself proposes the main lines.

The first point in the Thomistic doctrine to be considered
is the necessity for a relation of ““ convenientia,” or proportion,
between the lover and the loved object; the object of love
must be a good for the lover. Thus, at the very outset, accord-
ing to Descogs, the possibility in Thomism for a perfectly pure
love is denied. However, in virtue of creation, an act of God’s
love, the creature 1s directed back to God in a movement of
love, and thus the human capacity for love is by no means
limited to the self, but stretches out to the Supreme Good.
It is thus the Dionysian notion of the * circulatio amoris”
which Descoqgs sees as the basis of the thought of St. Thomas.*

The part-whole principle is illustrative of this general teach-
mg, and the author makes several criticisms of it. If the whole
of which man is a part is seen to be the universe, a distinction
must be made between the merely physical and the moral
orders. Man, as a moral being, could never be considered as
unrestrictedly subordinated to the physical universe. Rather
one should see the membership of man in the universe as the
remote material element of love, while sympathy (not further

a selfish love, but a love directed to an accidental, non-subsisting good (or one
considered as such), and to which the subject, or better, the end of love, stands
in the relation of potency to act. Thus the definition, “wvelle bonum alicui,” is
explained so that the “bonum ” is loved with the “amor concupiscentize,” and
the “aliquis —be it the subject himsell or another—is loved with the “amor
amicitize.” Descogs claims that -his division is Thomistic, which is rather strange,
considering that he has quoted from the article (Swmma Theol., I-TL, q. 26, a. 3)
in which St. Thomas discussed the matter.

5% Reference to Th. de Régnon, S. J., Etudes sur la Sainte Trinité (Paris, 1892),
11, 292.

5¢ Pp. 896-397.
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desecribed than as a “rather close community of nature”) is
the proximate material disposition.”® He adds by way of remark
that a complete self-forgetting in devotion to another is the
formal element of love, while the necessary relation of love’s
object to the good of the lover is a mere material condition of
love.”® When the universe is taken as the “ whole,” the part-
whole principle is not capable of giving any solution to the
problem.

Even the doctrine of participation, which Descoqs does not
explicitly connect with the part-whole principle, is not sufficient
for it does not explain the formal, ecstatic element of love. It
is the moral, as opposed to the ontological, character of love
that must be stressed, and disinterested love is found only as
a result of a “ moral intention to forget self in the one loved.” >
The distinction of personal and natural love, of moral intention
and natural tendency, is not the resuit of the imperfect con-
dition of the creature, for the intentional lack of egoism is
essential to love, as is seen by considering the mutual love of
the Persons of the Blessed Trinity.*

This division was taken by Descogs from de Régnon. The
latter had distinguished a natural love-willing, * wouloir,”
and true or personal love, “ aimer.”*® In another context,
de Régnon, in discussing the doctrine of Richard of St. Victor,
distinguished a love of concupiscence, a love of self, from that
of friendship, or the love of another: the former, natural, the
latter, personal; the one, centripetal, the other, centrifugal.®
The difference between the “ physical” and the * ecstatic”
schools, and the controversy of Bossuet and Fénelon would be
solved, according to de Régnon, by noting “that nature and

55 P, 400, n. 2.

56 P, 401, with a reference to Summa Theol., II-11, q. 26, a. 13, a. 3; cf. Rousselot,
op. cit., p. 18, n. 2.

57 Ibid., cf. D’Arey, op. cit., pp. 94-96.

5% Pp. 402-404.

5° Op. cit., 11, 224; cf. pp. 228-229

° Pp. 294-303.
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person are identical things (choses), though formally distinct
from each other.” ® Descogs made this theory his own.**

For both of these authors, the Thomistic doctrine may give
some notion of the ontological background of the problem of
love, but it can offer no full solution, as it does not take into
consideration the moral character, the explicit intention, of
the act of love.

Father Martin D’Arcy, in one of the better known of modern
works on this problem, gives a treatment of much broader
scope than that of this article.®* He has touched on the fields
of art, literature and psychology as well as on philosophy and
theology. We shall confine ourselves to a consideration of his
exposition and criticism of the Thomistic doctrine.

The “ image theory ” of Gilson, he says, gives an idea of the
direction to be followed (but which he himself does not seem
to follow) , but it is not wholly satisfactory.®* He is sympathetic
with the views of P. Descoqs,® and is favorably impressed with
the distinction of matural and personal love.®® It is, however,
the distinction of the existential and essential selves, as pro-
posed by the American Jesuit, Fr. Hunter Guthrie, that he
finds most appropriate.®

For D’Arcy, the essential self, largely expressing itself in the
intellect, which is, par excellence, “the instrument of self-
realization ” ** and is seen as the faculty of the nature®® is
self-respecting, the “ animus,” the origin of Eros,”° and its

“*P. 304. Note that this is the personal opinion of de Régnon, not that of
Richard of St. Victor; ef. p. 292 and pp. 305 fI.

%% Pp. 398-399.

%% Vide note 43 above.

e P. 98.

% In the last three chapters, especially pp. 319 ff.

¢ Vide chap. 18.

°"In D’Arcy, vide chap. 2, and pp. 319-321, etc. Hunter Guthrie, S. J. proposed
this distinction in his work, Introduction au Probléme de IHistoire de la Philosophie;
la Métaphysique de UlIndividualité de la Pensée (Paris, 1937); vide especially pp.
59-66.

% Pp. 317 ff.

% Pp. 297-303.

" On the * Animus,” vide chap. 7; on Eros, especially pp. 811-313.
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movement is inward, directed to the perfection of self.” It is
opposed to, or distinguished from the existential self, whose
“ motive-force . . . is away from itself to that Self-Subsisting
Being from whom its existence is derived,” "* which expresses
itself in the operation of the will,’® and is seen as the “ anima,” ™
the origin of Agape ™ and of a self-sacrificing ecstatic love ™
which is essentially a relation of persons.”” The two loves,
Agape and Eros, are “ not enemies but friends,” * and though
distinct, are both necessary to the human being, and are
mutually complementary.

D’Arcy does not consider the metaphysical solution offerred
by St. Thomas as giving a complete answer to the problem. He
is at one with Descogs and de Régnon in invoking another
order to establish a more complete view; the latter saw this
other order as the moral order, while for D’Arcy it is the order
of the existential self. In fact, since, for I)’Arcy, existence, as
opposed to essence, is the foundation of personality, we see
that his existential order is close to the moral, personal order
of Descogs. St. Thomas failed to provide a complete solution,
for he remained on the metaphysical plane, the order of essence
(or of nature, as the case may be), in which, according to
these authors, one cannot hope to find a true love of God above
self.

Another modern Jesuit, Fr. de Guibert suggested the general
line of criticism of these authors, when he said that Descogs
had not given sufficient attention to the metaphysical aspects
of love without which no valid solution is possible.” One of the
fundamental misconceptions of these authors seems to be a
misunderstanding of the will’s striving for the perfection of the
person, so that the natural love of man would tend almost
exclusively to that goal, tainting all love of God with the desire

™ Pp. 317 {1 " Pp. 311 ff.

"2 Pp. 268 {I; cf. pp. 257 ff. “® Chap. 14; cf. chaps. 2 and 3.
=P, 268. 77 Especially pp. 318 and 321 1.
““Pp. 313 and 317. S P. 304.

In “Charité Parfaite et Désir de Dieu,” Révue d’Ascetique et Mystigue, VIL
(1926), 234-235.
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for happiness, with the result that God would appear as little
more than a means for happiness to be acquired. This view
is thought to be that of St. Thomas, who in reality, considered
man’s natural love for God as a true love “ more than self.” *°
To consider the nature as turned in upon self is certainly not
Thomistic, any more than to see the will as a primarily self-
seeking facuity.® It is only in the order of material causality
that God can be loved “ propter aliud ” in the proper natural
order (rectus ordo) of the will®* According to the Thomistic
theory, the individual good is “ not the formal, but the material
cause (ratio) of acting and willing.” %

It seems alsc that one may justly question whether the
distinctions invoked by these authors lead to a real solution
of the problem. To say that only formally personal love is not
self-seeking is not only to restrict arbitrarily the nature, but
also to leave in doubt how the person can have a direction
fundamentally different from its own nature. A dichotomy is
set up between person and nature which is not admissible on
Thomistic principles. Similarly, it is difficult to see how the
will, having a natural tendency to beatitude, as these authors
admit, can eliminate this tendency in the “ moral ” order. For
St. Thomas, the “moral” love for God, as an explicit, free
act, 1s rendered possible precisely because such a love is con-
natural to the human will. In fact, the will’s natural tendencies
are at the root of its free choices.™

An analogous criticism may be offered of the distinction
between the essential and existential selves, advanced by
Guthrie, and adopted by D’Arcy. The fundamental miscon-
ception is an unduly restricted view of the essence. With the
background of Thomistic thought, it is hard to understand how

5 Vide Summa Theol., I, q. 60, a. 5; I-II, q. 109, a. 3, etc.

% For St. Thomas® rejection of the “natura curva,” vide M. R. Gagnebet, O. P.,
“L’Amour Naturel de Dieu chez Saint Thomas et ses Contemporains,” Révue
Thomiste ( 1948), p. 414, n. 2, with references.

82 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 27, a. 3.

53 A. Horvath, O.P., De Voluntate (Rome, 1930), p. 11.

8¢ De Verit., q. 22, a.5 and Cajetan in Summa Theol., I-11, q. 16, 2.2, n. V.
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the real distinction of essence and existence could give rise to
such fundamentally opposed tendencies. It is also somewhat
misleading to see the existence alone as giving ““ contact ” with
God, for man’s essence is a participation, a likeness of the
Divine Nature. It may be noted, with Fr. Dallaire, S.J., that
human love emanates from the human supposit, from the
“ existential self,” and that, thus, the two characters of love,
egocentricity and theocentricity, derive also from that self.*
In this sense, love of self can be as well attributed to the
“ existential ” self as to the “ essential ” self.

By way of conclusion, we may remark that no valid solution
to the problem of love can be attained without a solid meta-
physical foundation. Distinctions which are not firmly estab-
lished in the principles of being, in the order of reality, cannot
give a true and safe basis for the order of love.

II. Ter Love or Gop 1N IrsELr

Having considered various authors who treat of the general
principles of a solution to the problem of love, we may now
give attention to others who are concerned with the exact
nature of this love for God, asking if, in the natural order,
such a love can be a free, moral act or whether it 1s limited
to the plane of a merely physical tendency. This question
involves the relations of the natural and supernatural orders,
and it asks if nature, not fallen, but yet without super-
natural grace, can love God above self in a free, explicit act.
Precisely the question has been whether or not St. Thomas
taught the possibility of such an act in the state of integral
nature, for it is clear that he denies such a possibility to unaided
fallen nature,” and clearly maintains such a possibility in the
order of grace.® Once granted that such a love is possible in
integral nature, there arises the further question of the relations
of this natural love with the supernatural love of charity.

% “La Dualité de notre Amour,” Sciences Ecclésiastiques (Montréal, 1950),
ITE, 191.

8¢ Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 109, a. 3. 87 [tid., cf. TL-I1, q. 26, a. 3.
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A. Canon Jean Mouroux and Fr. Henri de Lubac, S. J.

In the chapter on “ Love” in his volume The Meaning of
Man,*® Canon Jean Mouroux begins by considering the love
of God, the cause of the universe and its ultimate end. This
love is the great  cosmic force ” binding all creatures together
in their common return to the Principle of their being.** This
love “is necessitated and ineradicable because involved in the
very structure of the created being,” and it is seen as the prin-
ciple of all acts of the creature, but not itself an act.”® In man
this love is present as the “radical dynamism  linking him to
his Principle and End, and it is *“ involved in the very structure
of the will (so that) there is neither liberty nor moral quality
in it, but only a happy and constitutive necessity.” ** This
love for God “is concealed in the will’s conscious tendency to
its own Good,” but it is “beyond consciousness.”** It is
directed only implicitly to God, but is a natural preparation
for grace by which this natural tendency is perfected and
enabled to become explicit.

Fr. Henri de Lubac, S.J., considering this an “ excellent
analysis ” of the position of St. Thomas, has incorporated it
into his volume Surnaturel.®* The love of God on the natural
plane is a “ natural movement ” which is not free but necessary,
and it is distinguished from a love “ surpassing nature, a
gratuitous love, alone meritorious,” which is the love of charity;
the first has as its object God, the Creator, source and principle
of all being, while the second is directed to God, the end of
supernatural beatitude.®* According to de Lubac, St. Thomas
considered only two forms of the love of God—a natural, phy-
sical tendency, and a supernatural, explicit act of love; the
former not explicit, though “ wholly permeated by reason,” *°
while the latter is beyond the power of unaided nature.®® The

8 Trans. A. H. C. Downes (New York, 1948).

8¢ P. 196. °° Pp. 196-197. o1 Pp. 197-198. °2 P, 200.

® No. 8 in series “ Théologie ” (Paris, 1946).

°*P. 250, with references to Summa Theol, I, q. 60, a. 5, and Comp. Theol.,
c. 174, 2.

S P, 247, 28 . 248.
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first belongs to the nature considered absolutely, statically; the
latter to the nature as elevated and oriented to its supernatural
beatitude; the one pertains to the “ voluntas ut natura,” the
other to the “ voluntas ut ratio.” ** The distinction of a natural
and a supernatural beatitude is due not at all to St. Thomas,
but was “ forged ” by later scholastics.”® De Lubac rejects the
natural, explicit act of love for God that would follow upon
the acceptance of this distinction.

It would be vain, indeed, in these few pages to attempt a
complete criticism of this position. The reader may be referred
to the careful and accurate articles of M.-R. Gagnebet, 0. P.,”
written in refutation of de Lubac, and on the basis of which we
may make a few remarks. First of all, however, it may be
noted, in regard to Mouroux, that his own argument seems to
be based on only one Thomistic text, which is badly misinter-
preted: “love is said to be that which is the principle of a
movement tending to the loved end.” **° To infer, as Mouroux
does, from the word “ principle ” (principium) that this love
itself is not an act is to misunderstand not only the text but
the whole of the Thomistic theory of love.r** Also, in reference
to de Lubac, one sees that this author has relied heavily on
Question Sixty of the Prima Pars, the Fifth Article of which
is devoted to the love of God in the angels, and in which St.
Thomas makes no explicit mention of an elicited act. However,
in the Prologue to that Question, it is stated: *“ We are now
to consider the act of the will, which is love. . . .” As Sylvester
of Ferrara remarks with his usual clarity, even if the act of
love for God is necessary (as to specification), it is still an
elicited act, and not a mere physical tendency.**

Fr. Gagnebet remarks that the very fact that St. Thomas

97 P. 250; vide especially, p. 251, and n. 8.

S P, 954; of. pp. 253-256.

®® Vide note 81 above; the articles appeared in Révue Thomiste, XLVIII (1948).
894-446; XLIX (1949), 31-102.

100 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 26, a. 1.

191 This will be discussed at greater length in the following article.

102 [ J1I Cont. Gent., c. 51, n. II; cf. de Verit., q. 22, a. 5, ad 6.
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could propose to himself the question as to the necessity of
charity, granted the existence of a natural act of love for God,
shows that he considered such an act naturally possible.**®
Having made this point, he proceeds to show in detail how
carefully St. Thomas distinguished between the two forms of
love in all the modes of causality.** The one form of love is
based on a natural likeness of creature and Creator, the other
on the supernatural similitude of grace.'” Natural love is
directed to God the Author of nature; supernatural love to
God, the Author of grace,’ so that it is shown St. Thomas
himself held the distinction of a natural and a supernatural
beatitude.’® The presence or absence of grace and charity
allows for a distinction of the two loves in regard to their
elicitive principles, while God, known naturally, and God, object
of supernatural faith, is the distinction serving to contrast these
two forms of love on the basis of the knowledge which directs
them.'® _

On the basis of such a careful study of the many distinctions
drawn by St. Thomas himself between these two forms of love
for God, there is little basis for the opimion that the Angelic
Doctor considered the natural love of God as a mere physical
tendency, and restricted the possibility of an explicit act of
love for God to the supernatural order.

192 Vide Gagnebet’s first article, Révue Thomiste (1948), pp. 397-412, 424-425,
and especially p. 418, n. 4, with reference to III Sent., d. 27, q. 2, a. 2, obj. 4:
“ad illud ad quod natura sufficit, non oportet quod per virtutem elevetur. Sed
diligere Deum, quod est actus charitatis, potest etiam homeo per naturalia. . . .
Ergo, non oportet superaddi aliquam virtutem charitatis.” Cf. de Caritate, q. 2,
a. 2, obj. 16; de Spe, q. 1, obj. 9.

1t In the first article, pp. 426-432.

105 JI1 Sent., d. 27, q. 2, a. 2, ad 4; cf. ibid., d. 22, q. 1, a. 4, gcla. 8, ad 1;
Summa Theol., I, q. 60, a. 5, ad 4. In the article, vide p. 432.

198 Cf. Summa Theol., I-11, q. 62, a. 1, ad 3; and other texts mentioned in n. 2,
p. 434 of ‘the article.

107 Py, 432-434, 436-439; cf. second article, Révue Thomiste (1949), pp. 89 £,

108 P, 489-441, with regard to knowledge; pp. 442 ff. with regard to the elicitive
principle.
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B. Anders Nygren.

Having mentioned the Thomistic doctrine on the possibility of
a natural, free act of love for God, the question of the relation
of that act to the supernatural love of charity may be treated
with reference to what is undoubtedly one of the most im-
portant of all modern works on love, the three-volume study,
Agape and Eros, by the distinguished Swedish Lutheran theo-
logian, Anders Nygren.'®® The work considers, theologically and
historically, these two conceptions of love, seen as fundament-
ally different dynamic forces in religion and morality from
Christ to Luther, and includes a survey of the theories of love
found in the Greek philosophers.”® The author believes that
Agape and Kros are two diametrically opposed notions of
love for God, the former of which was revealed and taught by
Christ, further explained by Sts. Paul and John, but which,
throughout history, has been mingled with the impurity of Eros.
In its purity it was expressed through the ages only by Marcion,
to some extent by St. Augustine, and finally by Luther."™ Eros
is egocentric, seeking the happiness of the lover and the attain-
ment of God; 1t 1s a love of the good and the beautiful, a desire
for the perfect. Agape is the exact opposite, being wholly
theocentric and disinterested.* The author admits that the
absolute spontaneity essential to Agape made St. Paul avoid
the use of that term in reference to man’s love for God, for
man could not be wholly independent, and on an equal footing
with God.**® Yet, true Christian love for God must strive for
this purity and spontaneity, and cannot be contaminated by
a desire for personal happiness, but must be a total surrender
to the love of God and Christ for the human person.'**

19% Published originally in Swedish under the title, Den Kristna Karlekstanken, 1
(1930), II (1936). For the first volume we have had to use the French translation
of Pierre Jundt, Erds et Agapé (Paris, 1943); for the second the English of Philip
S. Watson, Agape and Eros (New York, 1939).

110 Pp. 22, 25, 32-33, 39. (French translation, unless otherwise noted).

111 Py 156, 202.

112 Pyssim; vide especially pp. 75 ff., 80-92, 169, 194 fi.

113 Pp. 130-134, 136, 156.

114 Pp. 239, 242-243.
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It is not possible to consider here Nygren’s Scriptural exe-
gesis, nor his discussion of the patristic developments, fascinat-
ing as they may be, but enough has been said to indicate that
this author believes the medieval notion of charity to be a
fusion, or attempted harmony of Agape and Eros.'** He feels
that such a joining of the two different conceptions of love can
only be detrimental to the true nature of Agape. For this
reason he would hardly subscribe to the Thomistic teaching
that man’s natural love (Eros, for Nygren) could in any way
prepare for, or be a foundation of true Christian love, or
Agape.

About St. Thomas himself, Nygren says that “ all love (for
St. Thomas) is fundamentally acquisitive love (I-IL, q. 26, a. 1,
ad appetitum pertinens) ; love corresponds to the acquisitive
will, and this latter to the natural quest for happiness. .
Self-love properly understood must drive us to love God, who,
as the highest good, includes all that concerns our happiness
(I-I1, q. 5, a. 8) . The reason why we love God is that we need
Him as our bonum.” *** In fact, Nygren sums up the whole
Thomistic teaching in two propositions: “ (1) Everything in
Christianity can be turned back to love, and (2) everything
in love can be turned back to self-love.” " According to this
author St. Thomas perceived the difficulty of harmonizing such
a view of love with that charity “ which does not seek its own.”
The matter was handled by introducing the Aristotelian notion
of friendship, but of this Nygren says that any “ external cor-
rection is unable to neutralize the egocentricity that is bound
up with the very first premises of the Thomistic doctrine of
love.” 18

For Nygren, the love of Agape is something entirely new,

15 Py 49-51.

118 Yol. I, Part II of English translation, p. 429.

7 Eng. trans., pp. 425-426.

118 Eng trans., p. 427. It may be noted that there seems to be some confusion in
Nygren’s mind between “amicitia” and the “ amor amicitiae,” as well as on the
basis for distinguishing the latter from the “amor concupiscentize.” Cf. note 52
above.
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and is the exclusive property of what we would call the essen-
tially supernatural order. All other love is but a form of self-
seeking, even, as in the case of the “ celestial Eros,” directed
to God. He would not hold, with St. Thomas, that a natural
love of God above self is possible, nor would he concede that
man’s natural love for God could in any way prepare for or
lead to supernatural charity.

Needless to say, a complete criticism of this important work
is far beyond the scope of these pages, though the hope may
be expressed that Nygren’s study will some day receive the
critical attention it deserves. On the specific question of man’s
love for God, one may find in Nygren a clarity of presentation
and general soundness of doctrine on many points. He does
not realize, however, his proximity to the Thomistic position
on several matters. This is certainly true with regard to the
love of God for man,*® but also of man’s love for God. Nygren,
in dealing with St. Paul, as was mentioned above, realized the
difficulty for man to love God in the same way as he is loved
by Him, since man cannot be considered as in any way inde-
pendent of God. It is for this reason that we cannot abstract
from man’s imperfection, 1.e., his condition as a creature, and
thus, we cannot forget his necessary striving for self-perfection,
a goal set for man by Christ Himself. What Nygren fails to
notice, or would not agree with, is that God is not hereby
rendered a mere means to human happiness. Thus, he does not
see that, according to St. Thomas, God is loved for Himself

(tn se, et propter se) with a formally “ disinterested ” love.
Furthermore, while conceding without hesitation the new and
revolutionary character of Christian Agape, this love for God
is not to be seen as diametrically opposed, in its fundamental
orientation, to man’s natural love for God, as found, if not In

119 Cf, Summa Theol., I, q. 6, a. 4; q. 19, aa. 2-4; q. 20. For the reader interested
in consulting what few discussions of Nygren there are by Catholic authors, vide
L. Bouyer, “ L’Ecole de Lund,” Irénikon (Cheviogne, 1940), XVII, 24-49; on St.
Augustine, G. Hultgren, Le Commandement d’Amour chez Augustin (Paris, 1939);
for shorter discussions and reviews, wvide Bulletin de Théologie Ancienne et
Médidvale (Mont César), IV, nn. 41-42, 10-11.
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fallen nature, at least in integral nature. When Nygren advo-
cates the explicit intention to love God to the complete forget-
ting of self, he is liable to the same criticism made of Descogs,
viz. that such an intention cannot change the fact that man’s
happiness is found in God, and that, materially, the seeking of
happiness cannot be absent from human love. We may note
that when Nygren states that St. Thomas reduced all love to
self-love, he is neglecting the essential point of the Thomistic
doctrine of love, that the good, under the aspect of “end”
(bonum sub ratione finis) is truly loved in itself. Failing to
appreciate this, Nygren failed to realize that the purity of
Agape is not really tainted by the seeking for happiness, and
that there can be a natural preparation for the love of Agape.

I1I. CoNCLUSION.

We have sought to give a variety of points of view on differ-
ent aspects of the Thomistic teaching on the natural love of
man for God. First of ail, the basic principles of St. Thomas’
solution to the problem of love were examined: P. Rousselot
found this principle of solution in the theory on the relations of
part to whole, interpreted in the light of participation, so that
man was the part, and God the whole. Gilson denied the
validity of this theory, and found the essence of the Thomistic
position in the “image theory ”: that, every good, including
the self, in virtue of analogy, is loved because of a primary and
supreme love for God, the “ model” or exemplar of every
created good.

The criticisms of the Thomistic doctrine offered by de
Régnon, Descogs, and D’Arcy were then discussed, and the
solutions of these authors were seen to rest on a distinction of
natural or essential, from personal or existential forms of love.
The latter forms allowed for a truly disinterested love for God.
The principal failings of these suggestions seemed to be a lack
of solid metaphysical foundation for the proposed distinctions,
which, themselves, did not really provide a satisfactory solution
to the problem.
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In treating the nature of the love of God in itself, it was
seen that Mouroux and de Lubac denied that, without grace,
there could be any natural, moral, elicited act of love for
God, and held that this love was a merely physical tendency.
This, however, is not the doctrine of St. Thomas, as these
writers claimed. Finally, the work of Nygren was mentioned
in order to show that for St. Thomas the natural love for
God was, in a real sense, “ disinterested,” and, as such, could
serve as a preparation for the supernatural love of Charity.
There remains to be considered the actual position of St.
Thomas himself, in its principles and consequences.

Dom Grecory Stevens, O.S. B.
St. Anselm’s Priory,
Washington, D. C.

(To be continued)



ACTUAL GRACE ACCORDING TO
SAINT THOMAS

[

"7 HEN in the opening years of a post-atomic age our
" descendants assess our times, it is not inconceivable

vV ¥ that they will entitle their dissertations “ The Age
of Motlon ” We wage our global wars at super-sonic speed;
we live our hectic lives to the rhythmic throb of wheels; we
build and we destroy—with the restless, straining effort of men
who move, relentlessly, they know not whence nor whither.
But if in the quiet of an age remote from ours some scholar
ponders this aspect of our days, he may perhaps marvel that a
people so pre-occupied with movement should have been so
neglectful of the Mover, so loathe to own themselves as moved.

It would not be wholly unreasonable if this conclusion
should be reached. Is there an article of Catholic teaching
which so suffers from a conspiracy of silence as that grace,
called actual, whose very name connotes the motion most
worth our pondering? It is true that volumes have been
written on the subject—but written largely for the learned.
The average Catholic has but the haziest of notions concerning
the grace without which he can do nothing availing unto
salvation. And he must do much, against great odds. “The
gates of heaven are lightly locked "—but the latch must still
be lifted, and that is a task beyond all human doing.

Perhaps 1t is just this last concept which twentieth century
independence refuses to accept. We have been taught so
thoroughly that we are captains of our souls and masters of
our fates, that even the crash of nineteenth century hopes for
human progress and the cataclysmic events of our own lives
have not fully dispelled our self-security. The error is pernici-
ous; at times it may be tragic.

The boy or girl who moves through life serene in the un-
founded belief that his own strong will and high ideals will

334
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lead him ever onward and upward, may go on for years with
his false faith untested. But sooner or later the battle must
be joined—for “ The Kingdom of Heaven suffereth violence ”—
and in that day, only the man will stand who knows where to
turn for instant aid. »

It is precisely because he teaches the height to which men
are called, the depths from which they must be raised and
the ineffable mystery of grace by which God leads them to their
high estate, that Saint Thomas Aquinas is “ Doctor Gratiae.”
His is no facile over-simplification of eternal truth. But with
the clarity and profundity of thought which he drew abun-
dantly from the Source of all wisdom, the Angelic Doctor has
expounded the teaching of our Holy Mother the Church, that
by a fuller understanding of God, moving men “ fortiter suavi-
terque ” towards their end, we may the more surely attain the
prize.

An ordered study of Thomistic teaching on actual grace
should, therefore, prove as fruitful in the supernatural order
as has the endless investigation of the mechanics of motion.
Before the first jet pilot was moved with the speed of sound
towards his goal, men had analysed their needs, discarded
inadequate modes of propulsion, experimented with new and
untried engines, and only after grueling years of labor found
the potent source of motion which has brought the antipodes
to our doors. In the supernatural order, God, in His mercy
waits not upon our knowledge. But surely the realization
of our needs, the fuller appreciation of His ever-ready assis-
tance, cannot but lead us to a more profound humility, more
fervent prayer, more filial gratitude and trust in the Divine
help whereby “ God moves us to will and act.”

Necessity oF GRACE

He who “ stirs a stone and starts a wing ” may well give us
a point of departure for a study of the necessity of actual
grace. For no stone stirs from its place, no acorn yields an
oak and no bird soars unless each is moved from the potentiality
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of its first state to the actuality of its second by some already
actual power outside itself.* This intimate, unfailing move-
ment of all things to their connatural end is the divine con-
cursus by which the omnipotent goodness of God, having con-
stituted all things in their being, moves them to their natural
ends, each according to its nature.? Without this °
generale ” there would be no movement in all nature, from the
swift flight of the falling star to the flash of the intellect grasp-
ing truth.® For all change and multiformity must, in the last
analysis, flow as from its principle from the unmoved, the
unigue.*

¢ auxilium

Actual grace, in the supernatural order, is comparable to
this natural movement. It is the transient, supernatural gift
of God, by which He moves human faculties, in a human way,
but to an end beyond their scope.’ In the integrity in which
Adam was constituted at his creation, the perfect harmony and
ordered subjection of body to soul,® of sensitive to rational

* Compendium Theologiae, cap. 4: “ Omne quod movetur, inquantum hujusmodi,
{est) in potentia; quod autem movet (est) in actu™; cap. 7: “nihil enim se
ipsum educit de potentia in actum.” Cf. Summa Theologiae, I, q. 94, a. 3.

2 De Potentia, q. 3, a. 7: “Deus est causa actionis cujuslibet inquantum dat
virtutem agendi et inquantum conservebat eam, et inquantum applicet actioni,
et inquantum ejus virtute omnis alia virtus agit.”

Cf. de Madlo, q. 6, art. un.: “id quod primo movet voluntatem et intellectum,
scil. Deus; qui cum omnia moveal secundum rationem mobilium . . . etiam
voluntatem movet secundum ejus conditionem, non ex necessitate, sed ut inde-
terminate se habentem ad multa.”

Cf. ibid., ad 3: “a causis contingentibus proveniunt effectus contingenter inquan-
tum Deus omnia movet proportionaliter unumquodque secundum suum modum.”

® Summa Contra Gentiles, III, q. 89: “Omne enim operans est aliquo modo
causa essendl, vel secundum esse substantiale vel accidentale. Nihil autem est
causa essendi, nisi inquantum agit in virtute divina.”

Cf. R. Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., De Gratia, p. 31; Reality, pp. 55, 181.

¢ Comp. Theol., c. 129: “omne mutabile et multiforme, in aliquod primum
immobile et unum reducetur sicut in causam.”

®J. van der Meersch, “ Grace,” Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, VI, gitme,
col. 1558, no. 5: “La grice actuelle est un secours transitif par lequel ’homme est
mi par Dieu 4 une opération salutaire.”

¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 49, a. 1: “ Deus fecit hominem rectum, et haec rectitudo
consistit in perfecta subjectione corporis ad animam.”
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appetites,” of reason to God,® was as yet undisturbed by sin.
The knowledge of natural truth,’ the accomplishment of natural
good, even the effective love of God above all things as the
Author of nature—all this presented no problem to unfallen
man.’* He required actual grace for the performance of super-
natural acts, but his natural powers, actuated always by the
divine concursus, were competent for the attainment of their
own ends.™

It is otherwise with fallen man.* And it is fallen man who
must grasp the extent of his dependence upon God’s grace. In
the ten articles which comprise his treatment of the necessity
of grace, Saint Thomas leaves no room for doubt—or for self-
complacency. With inexorable logic it is borne in upon the
most reluctant mind that the doing of good, the avoidance of
evil, and the right use of the very gifts of God depend wholly
upon the divine motion moving the human faculties to act.
Without the special help of God, fallen man cannot even know
all natural truths. The brevity of human life, its infirmities and
its cares, make it impossible for a single mind to investigate
all the mysteries of the universe. That twenty centuries of our
era had passed before man had learnt to split the atom, gives
some indication of the limitations of the human intellect left
to its own devices.

“Ibid., q. 95, a. 2: “in statu vero innocentiae inferior appetitus erat rationi
totaliter subjectus.”

#Ibid., a. 3: “talis erat rectitudo primi status, quod ratio erat Deo subjecta,
inferiores autem vires rationi.”

® De Veritate, q. 18, a. 8: “ Quicquid unquam homo aliquis de cognitione eorum
naturali ingenio assequi potuit, hoc totum Adam naturali cognitione habitualiter
scivit. Scivit etiam multa quae sunt in creaturis quae naturali cognitione cognosci
non possunt.”

* Ibid., ad 2: “Adam debuit habere omnia perfecte quod natura humana
requirit.”

** De Malo, q. 3, a. 1, ad 9: “secundum statum naturae conditae homo nihil
habebat impellans ad malum, licet bonum naturae non sufficeret ad gloriae con-
secutionem; et ideo indigebat auxilio gratiae ad merendum, non autem indigebat ad
peccata vitandum.”

* Ibid.: “sed in statu naturae corruptae habet impellens ad malum, et ideo
indiget auxilio gratiae ne cadat.”



338 M. C. WHEELER

Nor is the human will better equipped. It cannot in its
fallen state comply even with the whole natural law, since
the corruption of sin has affected the will, even more than the
intellect, through the inordinate tendency of the appetites to
seek sensible goods in opposition to the dictates of reason.'
As though this were not enough, Saint Thomas, in the third
article, becomes still more precise. Not only is man now
incapable of obeying the natural law in its entirety, he cannot
even efficaciously obey its first principle. His will, perverted
indirectly by sin, even from its ultimate natural end—God, as
the Author of nature—has been deflected to himself, the
criterion of his own private good.**

All that has been said thus far of the necessity of grace has
concerned the attainment of natural knowledge and the per-
formance of naturally good acts under the dominion of reason.
We have seen that only a very Limited knowledge of natural
phenomena and a very imperfect fulfilment of the natural law
is possible to fallen man without the aid of actual grace. That
he should, unaided, be capable of supernatural acts is utterly
impossible. There must always be a proportion between an
agent and its effect—and the human agent of himself is
incapable of producing a supernatural effect.”

Fundamentally, this proportion is established by man’s pos-

3 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 109, a. 2, ad 8: “magis est natura humana corrupta
per peccatum quantum ad appetitum boni, quam gquantum ad cognitionem veri.”

Cf. de Malo, q. 4, a. 6, ad 8: “ Quia ergo peccatum est in sensualitate, secundum
quod potest obedire rationi; primus motus sensualitatis, qui est ex dispositione
corporali, non est peccatum . . . secundus autem motus, qui excitatur ex aliqua
apprehensione, est peccatum. Primum enim ratio nullo modo vitare potest; secun-
dum autem vitare potest quantum ad singulos, non autem quantum ad omnes;
quia dum avertit cogitationem suam ab uno, incurrit m aliud, ex quo potest
insurgere motus illicitus.”

* Ibid., a. 8: “in statu naturae corruptae, homo ad hoc (amorem Dei super
omnia ex solis naturalibus) deficit secundum appetitum voluntatis rationalis, quae
propter corruptionem naturae sequitur bonum privatum, nisi sanetur per gratiam
Der.”

2 Ibid., I, q. 25, a. 8: “ cum unumquodqlie agens agat sibi simile.” Cf. ibid., I-IT,
q. 109, a. 6: “cum secundum ordinem agentium sive moventium sit ordo finium,
necesse est quod ad ultimum finem convertatur homo per moticnem primi
moventis.”



ACTUAL GRACE ACCORDING TO SAINT THOMAS 339

session of habitual grace, inhering in the essence of the soul.
In the natural order, human faculties capable of performing
human acts are rooted in the essence of the soul. So in the
supernatural order, the virtues and the Gifts of the Holy Ghost,
from which proceed supernatural acts, though proximately
rooted in the soul’s potencies, have as their remote subject
the essence of the soul, but an essence itself divinely qualified
by habitual grace. In any order action, follows being, and
action ordained to a supernatural goal must follow super-
natural being.

Beginning, therefore, with the first advance of man towards
the supernatural end, in which alone he can hope for happi-
ness,'® we find that he is as powerless as a fuelless jet plane.
Without habitual grace, that created participation in the Divine
Nature which raises him to a totally new level of life, man
cannot perform a single meritorious act. He cannot so much
as turn towards his goal and prepare himself for the reception
of this habitual grace, except by God’s help moving him in-
wardly.'” And once the mercy of God has endowed him with
this new life and its concomitant theological and moral virtues,
he 1s still powerless to reduce his new habits to act, nor can he
so much as freely consent to the movement of the Gifts of the
Holy Spirit, unless he is moved thereto by actual grace. He
cannot even wait in a state of suspended animation and possess
his treasure in security until death, for he cannot without a very
special help avoid all venial sin,'® nor rise from sin,’ nor per-
severe in grace to the end of life.”

¢ Ibid., I-I1, q. 2, a. 8: “ Solus Deus voluntatem hominis implere potest. . . .
In solo igitur Deo beatitudo hominis consistit.”

¥ Ibid., q. 109, a. 6: “Unde patet quod homo non potest se praeparare ad
lumen gratiae suscipiendum nisi per auxilium gratuitum Dei interius moventis.”

Cf. de Verit. q. 24, a. 15: “ Liberum arbitrium non potest se ad gratiam prae-
parare nisi ad hoc divinitus dirigatur.”

18 De Verit., q. 24, a. 12: “Et ideo in hoc statu miseriae, post reparationem
gratiae, homo non potest omnia peccata venialia vitare.”

** Summa Theol., I-II, q. 109, a. 7: “homo nullo modo potest resurgere a
peccato per seipsum sine auxilio gratiae.”

20 Ibid., a. 10: “ postquam aliquis est justificatus per gratiam, mecesse habet &

3
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The parallel between the orders of nature and of grace may,
perhaps, be clarified by the accompanying table. Everything
acts for an end, and the ends of the natural and of the super-
natural man are not identical. In both orders the essence of
the soul is the principle of the faculties, which in turn are
perfected by habits which ensure facility of operation. In both
orders also, these powers and their habits are in potency to their
objects, and must be reduced to act by an extrinsic motion.
In the supernatural order this motion is actual grace.

Thus man, dowered as he is by God, with the glorious com-
plexus of natural faculties, and raised to still more wonderful
newness of life, is yet incapable of eliciting a single meritorious
act without the gratuitous help of God. Without Him, we can,
quite literally, do nothing.?* Faced with this truth, a man might
well despair, were it not for that other word of Truth itself,
“ agk and you shall receive, seek and you shall find, knock and
it shall be opened unte you.” (Matthew 7:7) It is actual
grace which is to be the reward of the search, and, by a divine
paradox, it is this same actual grace which makes the seeking
possible.

Deo petere praedictum perseverantiae donum, ut scilicet custodiatur a malo usque
ad finem vitae.”

Cf. de Veritate, q. 24, a. 18: “homo causa perseverantiae sibi esse non potest,
sed necesse habet perseverantiam a Deo petere.”

Cf. 111 Cont. Gent., . 155: “ omne quod de se est variabile ad hoc quod figatur
in uno indiget auxilio alicujus moventis immobilis.”

** 111 Cont. Gent., c. 150: “ quod enim in aliquem finem dirigatur quod habeat
continuum ordinem in ipsum; nam movens continue mutat quousque mobile per
motum finem sortiatur. Cum igitur auxilio divinae gratiae homo dirigatur in
ultimem finem, oportet quod continue homo isto auxilio potiatur quousque ad finem

pervenit.”
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THE NECESSITY OF GRACE 22

In the Order of Nature In the Order of Supernature

End:  God, as Author of Nature, End: God, as He is in Himself, known

known through His works through the light of glory 23

Means: The soul, operating through Means: The soul, perfected in its essence
its faculties by habitual grace, operating through
the faculties perfected by the virtues

and Gifts of the Holy Spirit

Trascible Appetites: Irascible Appetites:

Fortitude

Concupiscible Appetites: Concupiscible Appetites:

g { Intellect: ( Intellect:

= Understanding Faith Understanding
g Wisdom Prudence Counsel
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g Art
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In potency to their objects
Actualized by auwmilium generale
In potency to their objects
Actualized by actual grace

Temperance Temperance Fear

22 De Verit., q. 27, a. 11: “ Ad consecutionem alicujus finis in rebus naturalibus
tria preexiguntur: scil: natura proportionata ad finem illud, . . . inclinatic ad
finem illud, . . . et motus in finem. . . . Homo autem secundum naturam suam
proportionatus est ad quemdam finem, cujus habet appetitum naturalem; et
secundum naturales vires operari potest ad consecutionem illius finis, qui finis
est aliqua contemplatio divinorum. Sed est aliquis finis ad quem homo a Deo
praeparatur, naturae humanae proportionem excedens; scil. vita aeterna quae
consistit in visione Dei per essentiam, quae excedit proportionem cujuslibet naturae
creatae, soli Deo connaturalis existens: unde oportet quod homini detur aliquid.
non solum per quod operetur ad finem, vel per quod inclinetur ejus appetitus in
finem illum; sed per quod ipsa natura hominis elevatur ad quemdam dignitatem
secundum quam talis finis sit ei competens et ad hoc datur gratia; ad inclinandum
autem affectum in hunc finem datur caritas; ad exsequendam autem opera quibus
praedictis finis acquiritur, dantur aliae virtutes.”

23 ITI Cont. Gent., c. 53: “ Illa dispositioc qua intellectus creatus ad intellectualem
divinae substantiae visionem extollitur congrue lux gloriae dicitur.”

Fortitude Fortitude
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Narture or Acruar GRACE

Having explained the absolute necessity of actual grace for
the performance of every salutary act, Saint Thomas next
proceeds to a consideration of the nature and divisions of this
divine motion.** As motion, it must touch the immediate
principle of act, the faculties, moving them to their act. For
example, upon the potency of the will informed by charity, but
unable to reduce itself to act, there falls actual grace. This
created reality, which is neither the Mover, nor the power, nor
the operation of the power, but the motion of the Mover,
enables the power freely to elicit its proper operation—in this
case an act of supernatural charity. Analogies always limp,
but perhaps the nature of this motion may be clarified some-
what by an example,

The tree has a potency for swaying, but it is unable to reduce
that potency to act until the motion of the air so acts upon
the tree that it can, as it were, elicit its act of swaying. In
the case of the tree, of course, the act follows necessarily, since
all things that are moved are moved in accordance with their
natures, and it is the nature of trees to be moved necessarily.
In the case of human acts, grace moves the will freely, for
freedom 1s of the very nature of the human will,”® as we shall
see more fully later on in this paper.

Divisions or AcTUuil GRACE

We may look at this divine motion from the point of view of
its immediate effect, or of its position in a series of graces, or we

2t R. Garrigou-Lagrange, 0.P., Predestination, pp. 240-242.

2.1 Cont. Gent., c. 68: ““Dominium autem quod habet -voluntas supra suos
actus, per quod in ejus est potestate velle vel non velle, excludit determinationem
virtutis ad unum et violentiam causae exterius agentis; non autem excludit influ-
entiam superioris causae, a qua est ei esse et operari. Et sic remanet causalitas
in causa prima, quae Deus est, respectu motuum voluntatis.”

Cf. III Cont. Gent., c. 148: “ Est autem proprium homini et omni rationali
creaturae quod voluntarie agat et suis actibus dominetur, huic autem coactio con-
tratiatur. Non igitur Deus suo auxilic hominem cogit ad recte agendum.” Cf.
ibid., c. 113, Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, Reality, pp. 131-132,
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may consider how well it attains the end for which it was given,
It is upon these three bases that Saint Thomas divides actual
grace. According to its immediate effect then, grace is either
operating or cooperating.?® To understand the distinction some-
thing must be said about how the human will operates. The
object of the will is the good as an end. This end is presented
to the will by the intellect, and in this sense the will is moved
by the intellect * to the exercise of its proper act. The will
then through its volition of the end moves itself to choose the
means.”® In the supernatural order, cooperating grace enters
into this last act enabling the will, in virtue of its prior act
of choosing the end, to determine itself now to the use of the
means by the exercise of one of the infused virtues. This last
determination is attributed not only to God, but also to the
will itself, and hence the grace is called co-operating.*

But there must always be a first interior act by which the
will, hitherto directed to a selfish or to an evil end, begins to
will good. There is ne prior choice of the end here in virtue of
which the will can move itself. In this case, therefore, God is
the Mover, helping man to will the good through operating
grace.®* The sequence could perhaps be illustrated by the
following diagram:

% De Verit. q. 27, a. 5, ad 1: “ex parte vero gratuitae Dei voluntatis gratia
operans dicetur ipsa justificatio impii, quae fit ipsius doni gratuiti infusione. Hoc
enim donum sola gratuita divina voluntas causat in nobis, nec alique modo ejus
causa est liberum arbitrium, nisi per modum dispositionis sufficientis. Ex parte
vero ejusdem gratia cooperans dicitur secundum quod in libero arbitrio operatur,
motum ejus causande, et exterioris actus executionem expediendo et perseverantiam
praebendo, in quibus omnibus aliquid agit liberum arbitriom.”

Cf. Van der Meersch, Grice, col. 1653, no. 1.

2" Summa Theol., I-II, q. 9, a. 1: “et isto modo motionis intellectus movet
voluntatem, sicut praesentans ei objectum suum.”

%8 Ibid., q. 15, a. 8: “ unde cum consilium non sit nisi de his quae sunt ad finem,
consensus, proprie loquendo, non est nisi de his quae sunt ad finem.”

* Ibid., q. 111, a. 2: “In illo autem effectu quo mens nostra et movet et
movetur, operatio non solum attribuitur Deo, sed etiam animae; et secundum hoc
dicitur gratia cooperans.”

30 Ibid.: “In illo erge effectu in quo mens nostra est mota et non movens, solus
autem Deus movens, operatioc Deo attribuitur.”

Cf. III Cont. Gent., c. 149: “Non igitur potest se anima praeparare ad susci-
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Good perceived — will’s choice — will’s choice
by intellect /‘ of end /’ of means

operating cooperating
grace grace

In each case there is a potency to be actualized on a super-
natural plane. The will has two potencies—to choose the end,
and having chosen it, to determine the means—but only under
the influence of the grace which can reduce both potencies of
the will to act.

It is evident, then, that the sinner is first turned to God by
operating grace, while the soul already in possession of habitual
grace and the infused virtues, and thus already determined to
God as end, is moved by cooperating grace to the use, here
and now, of these infused gifts.

The second division of actual grace according to Saint
Thomas is into prevenient and subsequent, depending upon
the position in a series of graces of a given actual grace.®* This
actual grace is ordained to produce five consecutive effects in
the soul. In the first place it heals the soul that has been
corrupted by sin. Following upon this first grace, and under
the impulse of a second, the soul begins to desire the good, then
to determine to carry out the good proposed, to persevere in
good, and finally to attain to glory.”® Our Lord Himself in
the story of the Prodigal Son has given us an illustration of
this sequence of actual graces. (Luke 15:11-32)

piendum effectum divini auxilii, nist secundum quod agit ex virtute divina. Prae-
venitur igitur divino auxilio ad bene operandum magis quam divinum auxilium
praeveniat quasi merendo illud vel se praeparando ad illud.”

* Van der Meersch, Grice, col. 1654: “ Cette distinction ne considere que Pordre
de priorité ou de postérité qui s’établit entre les divers effets attribués & la grace.”

% De Verit, q. 27, a. 5, ad 6: “Gratia praeveniens et subsequens dicitur
secundum ordinem eorum quae in esse gratuito inveniuntur. . . . Distinguitur
igitur uno modo gratia praeveniens et subsequens, ut gratia praeveniens dicatur
qua justificatur impius, subsequens verc secundum quam justificatus operatur.”
Ct. Summa Theol., I-1I, q. 111, a. 3.

Cf. S. Augustinus, De Natura et Gratia, ML, XLIV, col. 264: ° Praevenit
autem ut sanemur, guia et subsequetur ut etiam sanat) vegetemur; praevenit ut
vocemur, subsequetur ut glorificemur.”
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The first healing movement of grace turned the Prodigal
from the husks of the swine to the thought of his Father’s
house. A second grace impelled him to desire the good of con-
fessing his unworthiness and becoming as one of the hired ser-
vants in his Father’s house. Following upon this came the grace
to put this resolution into effect, and “rising up he came to
his Father.” Here his resolution was put to the test and under
the impulse of grace he persevered in his determination to ask
forgiveness and to become a servant where he had once been
heir. At length his perseverance was rewarded by the last grace
of a welcome home, and a new life for the son that was dead.

The first in this chain of graces is prevenient absolutely.*
The second grace is subsequent to the first and prevenient in
relation to the third, and so on until the last grace which is
absolutely subsequent. The terms, therefore, refer to the order
of operation of a series of graces, whose multiplicity reveals
something of the unutterable mercy of God, pursuing His
creatures, until at length He brings them to Himself.**

The last division of actual grace, on the basis of the efficacy
of its action, does not appear, as such, in Saint Thomas’ treat-
ment of grace in the Summa Theologiae, though the distinction
is referred to specifically in his other works.*® It was the so-
called Reformers who brought the question to the fore and
contributed all unwittingly to the clarification of the truth.
The Protestant preoccupation with the problems of justification
and free will obliged Catholic theologians to defend and, as far
as possible harmonize, the apparently contradictory truths that
God wills all men to be saved and yet allows some to be lost;

2 De Verit., q. 27, a. 2, ad 2: “fides dicitur esse gratia praeveniens, in quantum
in motu fidei primo apparet gratize praevenientis effectus.”

** 8. Augustinus, De Correptione et Gratia, ML, col. 922: “ Nonne apertissime
ostendit (Judas Apostolus) donum Dei esse in bono perseverare usque in finem?
Quid enim aliud donat, qui conservat sine offensione, ut constituat ante conspectum
gloriae suae immaculatos in laetitia, nisi perseverantiam bonam? ”

1 ad Tim., c. 2, lect. 5: ““Pro aliquibus efficaciter; (sed) pro omnibus suffici-
enter, quia pretium sanguinis ejus est sufficiens ad salutem omnium; sed non habet
efficaciam nisi in electis propter impedimentum.”

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, “ Predestination,” DTC, col. 2041-2947.
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that His grace is efficacious and yet man remains free. Of these
truths, which all Catholics admit, various and somewhat con-
tradictory explanations have been offered. The chief positions
may perhaps be summarized in three syllogisms. Protestants
in general might state their position:

If grace is intrinsically efficacious, there can be no freedom
of the will.

But grace is intrinsically efficacious.

Therefore there can be no freedom of the will.3¢

Some Catholic theologians counter this Protestant heresy with
arguments reducible to the following:

If grace is intrinsically efficacious, there can be no freedom
of the will.

But grace is not intrinsically efficacious, but is made so
in virtue of human consent and cooperation.

Therefore the will remains free.

To Thomists this position is untenable, because, in the last
analysis, it would place in the soul a good—cooperation with
grace—independent of the will of God, from Whom alone good
exists in any being.** Thus, of two men equally loved and aided
by God, one would be saved and the other lost, in contradiction
of the principle that imequalities exist in beings only because
God loves one more than another, and by this fact confers
upon him the greater good.** When we are dealing with a
sovereignly effective Cause, we cannot have unequal effects
except from unequal causes.
A Thomist might therefore summarize his teaching thus:

If grace is intrinsically efficacious, the will can still be free.
Grace is intrinsically efficacious.
And the will is still free.

38 Garrigou-Lagrange, Predestination, p. 146.

37 Summa Theol., I, q. 22, a. 2: “et sic oportet quod in tantum habeat aliquid
esse, aut quodcumque bonum, in quantum est volitum a Deo.”

38 Ibid., a. 4: “Deum diligere magis aliquid nihil aliud est quam ei majus

bonum velle . . . et sic ex hoc sunt aliqua meliora quod Deus eis majus bonum
vult.”
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The exposition of this doctrine is by no means simple. Although
each principle upon which a solution rests is crystal clear, we
are dealing with a supernatural mystery—the intimate recon-
ciliation, in the white light of Divinity, of the attributes which
our finite minds can only perceive refracted as distinct, and
apparently contradictory, glories.® But then, a God who
could be contained within the narrow confines of a human mind
would be no God at all. And we should be faced, not with
mystery, but with contradiction; we should be filled, not with
wonder, but with despair.

Into this mystery Saint Thomas gives us some insight when,
in treating of the Divine Will, he distinguishes between the
antecedent and consequent will of God.*® We have all had very
human experiences which may help to clarify this distinction.
There are many things which, viewed in themselves, are so good
that a man might well give much of the substance of his house
to possess them. And yet, looking at these things in relation
to all their circumstances, a sane man might freely and deliber-
ately choose not to attain them. Saint Thomas himself uses
the example of a merchant.** And whether we think, as he may
have done, of a stately Venetian galley, laden with the spoils
of far Cathay, flying before the Barbary pirates, or of a TWA
giant trying to gain altitude in a storm, the human element
is unchanged. A cargo may be priceless, but when weighed
against walking the plank or crashing into a mountain—the
treasure is thrown overboard. By his antecedent will a man
cleaves to his possessions; by his consequent will he, here and

 Comp. Theol., c. 24: “si autem essentia ejus in seipsa videremus, non requirere-
tur nominum multitudo, sed esset simplex notitia ejus, sicut est simplex essentia
ejus.”

“ De Verit. q. 23, a. 2: “ Voluntas divina per antecedentem et consequentem
convenienter distinguitur . . . Illud ergo ad quod Deus creaturam ordinavit
quantum est de se, dicitur esse volitum ab eo quasi prima intentione, sive voluntate
antecedente; sed quando creatura impeditur propter sui defectum ab hoc fine,
nihilominus tamen Deus implet in ea id bonitas cujus est capax, et hoc est quasi
de secunda intentione ejus, et dicitur voluntas consequens.”

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, De Gratia, p. 347, and Reality pp. 304-308.

“* Summa Theol., I-IL, q. 6, a. 6: “sicut projectio mercium in mare fit volun-
tarium tempore tempestatis propter timorem periculi.”
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now, freely determines to abandon them. In the same way God
antecedently wills that all men should be saved, but inasmuch
as some creature by his own deficiencies hinders the attainment
of this end, God, as His justice demands, consequently wills
his damnation.** And just as in the merchant there are not
two wills, but rather two modes of regarding a single object,
so in God the distinction is not in the will itself, but rather in
the thing willed.*

Now this distinction is basic to an understanding of sufficient
and efficacious grace. From God’s antecedent will that all men
should be saved, and from the divine justice which does not
command the impossible,** there proceeds to every man {ruly,
but merely, sufficient grace, which confers upon the will a real
potency to attain salvation. Efficacious grace, which reduces
this potency to act, flows into the souls of men from God’s
consequent will to save this man, here and now. The relation
between them has been described by saying that with sufficient
grace there is offered eflicacious grace, just as with the blossom
there is offered also the fruit. But as the hail may fall upon the
delicate blossom of the peach tree, blasting its rich promise of
fruit, so too upon the divine gift of sufficient grace there may
fall the blight of willed resistance, so that the fruit of effica-
cious grace is never produced.®

In order to illustrate the difference between sufficient and
efficacious grace, as well as their relationship to operating and
cooperating grace, we might consider two possible situations.
A man in the state of sin possesses his natural faculties of

“Ibid, I, q. 19, a. 6, ad 1: “ Similiter Deus antecedenter vult ommem
hominem salvari sed consequenter vult quosdam damnari secundum exigentiam
suae justitiae.

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, De Grata p. 348, Predestination, pp. 80-84.

* De Verit, q. 28, a. 2, ad 1: “In voluntate divina nec ordo nec distinetio est
ex parte voluntatis, sed solum modo ex parte volitarum.”

“8. Augustinus, De Natura et Gratia, ML, col. 271: “Non igitur Deus
impossibilia jubet: sed iubendo admonet, et facere quod possis, et petere quod
non possis.”

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, Predestination, p. 75.

*® Garrigou-Lagrange, De Gratia, p. 178.
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intellect and will and sense appetites, but is incapable of
eliciting a meritorious act, as we have seen. If such a man is
to turn to God it can only be because the divine mercy offers
him a sufficient operating grace, which confers on him a real
potency to choose God as end, and to reject his sin. He may
refuse the proffered grace, and if he does, the fault is solely
his own.*® If, on the contrary, the sinner places no impediment
to the sufficient grace, God’s further mercy offers him an effi-
cacious grace, which infallibly and freely * reduces to act the
real potency already conferred, so that de facto, here and now,
he is converted. And if he is, he owes it entirely to the grace
of God which has moved him to act*

In the case of the man already possessed of habitual grace,
the infused virtues and the Gifts of the Holy Ghost are super-
natural faculties for the performance of salutary acts.*® But
as we have seen, these powers must be reduced to act by a
sufficient cooperating grace which gives a real power to elicit,
here and now, an act, for example, of supernatural justice. A
man may reject this divine motion, and if he does, it is his own
fault. If, on the contrary, he places no impediment to the suffi-
cient grace, God’s continued mercy offers him the efficacious
grace which infallibly and freely moves his will so that, here
and now, he freely elicits the act of justice. He could resist
even in the face of this further grace, but de facto he does not,
and that he does not, he owes entirely to the intrinsic efficacy
of the grace which moves him.

*JII Cont. Gent., q. 159: “Illi soli gratia privantur qui in seipsis gratiae
impedimentum praestant; sicut sole mundum illuminante, in culpam imputatur ei
qui oculos claudit si ex hoc aliquod malum sequatur, licet videre non possit nisi
lumine solis praeveniatur.”

** Summa Theol., I-II, q. 113, a. 3: “in eo qui habet usum liberi arbitrii non fit
motio a Deo ad justitiam absque motu liberi arbitrii, sed ita infundit donum
gratiae justificantis quod etiam simul cum hoc movet liberum arbitrium ad donum
gratiae acceptandum.”

“Ibid., q. 11, a. 2: “ Operatio enim alicujus effectus non attribuitur mobili, sed
moventi.”

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, Christian Perfection and Contemplation, pp. 87, 90-91.

“ Ibid., q. 110, a. 4, ad 1: “sicut ab essentia animae effluunt ejus potentiae quae
sunt operum principia, ita etiam ab ipsa gratia effluunt virtutes in potentias
animae, per quas potentiae moventur ad actus.” Cf. ibid., q. 68, a. 2.
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In a word, sufficient grace, which is always given to man in
virtue of God’s antecedent will to save all, removes from man
every excuse for sin or for the failure to advance in holiness.
While efficacious grace, given in virtue of God’s consequent
will, to those who place no obstacles in its way, removes from
man every reason for self-complacency. That he remains in sin
or in mediocrity is his own fault; that he is converted or
advances in sanctity is due solely to the gratuitous gift of God.

This Thomistic teaching on intrinsically efficacious grace,
gratuitously given to some men, raises two questions of vital
import: “ Why the inequality of its distribution? ” How can
we hold simultaneously that the will is free and grace intrinsi-
cally efficacious? ” Both questions merit consideration.

DoctrINAL PRESUPPOSITIONS

“ Equality ” did not cease to be a battle-cry with the fall
of Robespierre—and rarely has battle-cry been more abused.
Somehow in the struggle for the recognition of human and civil
rights, for social justice and democratic freedoms, man has lost
sight, among other things, of two basic facts—that we have no
right where God is concerned, and that order, and hence per-
fection, of necessity implies mequalities.

The concept of man’s creaturehood has become obscured by
the emphasis on his dignity; but however obscured, the fact
remains, immutable, Incontrovertible. We are not dependent
upon our Creator in the same way that Michelangelo’s
“ Moses ” depends upon the great Florentine.* We are not a
complexus of intricately organized matter, quite capable of
“ getting on in the world ” once we have done it the honor of
entering it. The sculptor “ creates ” statues because he wants
to win renown, or to express himself, or to earn a living. So
he buys a block of Carrara marble, a chisel and a hammer,
and sets to work. Then he gets a copyright which lasts for
fifty-six years.

5% Garrigou-Lagrange, Reality, pp. 125-126: “St. Thomas shews that the dis-
tance is infinite between creation from nothing and production, however masterly,
of something from pre-existing matter.”
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But God had nothing to gain from His universe. From all
eternity He had uttered His ineffable Word, from all eternity
His Triune Life is. He creates not for His profit, but solely for
His infinite goodness,”™ infinitely diffusive of itself. Nor had
God anything with which to work.®> Perbaps part of the diffi-
culty of grasping the notion of our own creaturedom lies in our
imaginations. We picture a chaotic mass, unpromising it is true,
but somehow malleable. We cannot imagine nothingness. So
we miss the implications of the fact that God did not only
make us to be thus and so, but He made us to be. From the
utter void which was nothing, He drew us into being. From
falling again into that nothingness He must eternally sustain
us.”® There can be no question of rights where there is no
equality nor even proportion of goods to be exchanged.*
There can be no such equality between God and His creature.”
There can be only infinite mercy.

It is the part of this very mercy to cause the unequal dis-
tribution of gifts without which there could be no ordered
universe, since order of necessity implies gradation. We have
seen that the will of God is the cause of all things, that His
love for His creatures confers on them whatever good they
may possess. It is the very lavishness of this divine goodness
which has decreed that there should be diversity among crea-
tures.”® It is not for any merit of their own,” but because only

51 Ibid., 1, q. 44, a. 4, ad 1: “ideo ipse solus est maxime liberalis, quia non agit
propter suam utilitatem, sed solum propter suam bonitatem.” Cf. Garrigou-
Lagrange, Reality, p. 127.

52 Ibid., q. 45, a. 1: “1ita creatio, quae est emanatio totius esse, est ex non ente,
guod est nihil.”

58 Ibid., q. 104, a. 1: “ Dependet enim esse cujuslibet creaturae a Deo, ita quod
nec ad momentum subsistere posset, sed in nihil redigerentur, nisi operatione
divinae virtutis conservarentur in esse.”

5¢ Ibid., TI-I, q. 85, a. 11: “materia justitiae est operatio exterior secundum
quod ipse, vel res qua per eam utimur proportionaliter alteri personae, ad quam
per justitiam ordinamur.”

%5 Ibid., q. 81, a. 5, ad 3: “ Dico autem aequalitatem non absolute, quia Deo
non potest tantum exhiberi, quantum ei debetur, sed secundum quamdam con-
siderationem humanae facultatis, et divinae acceptionis.”

5 Comp. Theol.,, c. 78: “Hoc enim ad abundantiam divinae bonitatis pertinet,
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by such diversity can the finite mirror the infinite. Even the
evil of natural defect or of punishment is permitted only for
the sake of the greater good.”™ Saint Thomas reminds us that
there would be no patience in the martyr were there not first
tyranny in his persecutor.”* And Our Lord Himself has warned
us that the grain of wheat must die, or itself remaineth alone.

But it is not so much the diversity in the material universe
which troubles the human mind. It is rather the question: “ If
Saul of Tarsus was thrown from his horse upon the Damascus
road and converted by one blinding, efficacious stroke of grace
—why not everyone, and, especially, why not I?” To this
question Saint Thomas reiterates the warning of Saint Augus-
tine that we may not ask. The dispensing of God’s grace
depends upon His simple will, just as it depends upon the
potter to determine that this clay shall become the priceless
urn, and that the kitchen crock.®® In Saul of Tarsus, it is the
mercy of God which is revealed, for His glory and for our
hope and encouragement. In the sinner who is not saved, there
is revealed God’s infinite justice, for His glory and for our
instruction and conversion.”* For only those are deprived of

ut suae bonitatis similitudinem rebus causatis communicet . . . ut igitur perfectior
esset rerum creatarum similitude ad Deum, necessarium fuit ut quaedam res aliis
constituerentur meliores.”

Ct. ibid., ¢. 72: “ Necesse fuit diversitatem esse in rebus a Deo productis, ut
divinam perfectionem rerum diversitas secundum suum modum imitaretur.”

*TJI Cont. Gent., q. 45: “ Est diversitas et inequalitas in rebus creatis . . . non
propter interventum aliquarum causarum vel meritorum sed ex propria Dei
intentione.”

*8J Cont. Gent., q. 94: “ Deus vult aliquod majus bonum esse non potest sine
privatione minoris boni.” Cf. S. Augustinus, De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio, ML,
col. 907: *“ Ecce quomodo probatur Deum uti cordibus etiam malorum ad laudem
atque adjumentum bonorum.”

*® Summa Theol., I, q. 19, a. 9, ad 1: “ praeter intentionem tyrannorum fuit
quod ex eorum persecutionibus claresceret patientia martyrum.”

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, “ Predestination,” DTC, col. 3007, no. 3.

® III Cont. Gent., q. 159: “Et cum hoc sit in potestate liberi arbitrii impedire
divinae gratiae receptionem, vel non impedire, non inmerito in culpam imputatur,
ei qui impedimentum praestet gratiae receptioni.”

L IIT Cont. Gent., q. 159: “hoc enim ex simplici ejus voluntate dependet sicut
ex simplici ejus voluntate processit quod, cum omnia fierent ex nihilo quaedam facta
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grace who freely and deliberately place obstacles to its path.®
Since, then, it is due only to man’s negligence or ill-will that he
lacks grace, very justly is he punished.®

The second question which arises in view of the intrinsic
efficacy of actual grace concerns, as we have said, the reconcili-
ation of freedom with the divine movement which infallibly
attains its end. In his treatment of the will and its action in
the natural order, Saint Thomas lays down the principles upon
which his solution of the present problem rests.*

The object of the will is the good. It can no more choose
evil, as such, than the eye can perceive sound.”®* But the will,
left to itself, is a blind faculty, dependent for its illumination
upon the intellect.®® The relation of the two is obvious when
one analyses any act of choice.*” My intellect, for example,
may indicate to me that a trip to Florida is a highly desirable
good, as a relief from New England’s icy blasts. My will
responds at once by accepting this good as an end. The intel-
lect then takes counsel as to the means. I could travel by boat,
train, car or plane—and my will accepts any or all of these as
suitable means to the end in view. Then the intellect weighs
the relative merits of these modes of transportation, and decides

sunt aliis digniora, et sicut ex simplici voluntate procedit artificis ut ex eadem
materia similter disposita quaedam vasa format ad nobiles usus et quaedam ad
ignobiles.” Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, Predestination, pp. 75-79.

®2 8. Augustinus, De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio, ML, col. 910-911: “in eo quem
seduci permittit vel obdurari, mala ejus merita credite; in eo vero cujus miseretur,
gratiam Dei non reddentis mala pro malis agnoscite.”

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, Reality, p. 121.

% De Verit.,, q. 24, a. 14, ad 2: “recte homo corripitur qui praecepta non
implet; quia ex ejus negligentia est quod gratiam non habet, per quam potest servare
mandata quantum ad modum, cum possit nihilominus per liberum arbitrium ea
servare quantum ad substantiam.”

5t Summa Theol., I-11, qq. 8, 9, 10, in toto.

%5 Ibid., q. 8, a. 1: “ Ad hoc igitur quod voluntas in aliquid tendat, non re-
quiritur quod sit bonum in rei veritate, sed quod apprehendatur in ratione boni.”

*Ibid., g. 9, a. 1, ad 3: “quantum ad determinationem actus quae est ex parte
objecti, intellectus movet voluntatem.”

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, Reality, pp. 278-279.

8" Comp. Theol., c. 76: “intellectus et finem cognoscit, et id quod est ad finem,
et habitudinem unius ad alterum.”
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that in view of the weather, my bank account and every other
conceivable factor “ Pullman is best.” So the will accepts the
verdict and settles for train travel. Once more the intellect
goes into action and commands the purchase of tickets, packing
of bags and the thousand and one tasks that must be accom-
plished if the end is to be reached. And once again the will
follows suit and drives hands, feet—and family—to do its
bidding until at long last the good of the Florida sun is grasped
and the will rests in the attainment of its end—a good.

The will could have accepted the verdict ©“ Pullman is best ”
and yet have determined to risk flying, because trains are slow.
In other words, as long as the good presented has a flaw, the
will is free to reject the imperfect good and choose the contrary
good, even though this, too, falls short of perfection. In this
freedom of specification lies one aspect of the will’s freedom.®®

But there is another sort of freedom even more important
for an understanding of the relation between grace and freedom,
than is the liberty to specify between contraries or disparities.
At no point in the whole process of choice could the will have
acted without the concomitant action of the intellect—because
that is the way the human will acts by its very nature. But at
any point it pleased, the will could have arrested action alto-
gether.” And it is this freedom of exercise that is essential to
the free will."

There are then in this life two possibilities. In most human

%8 Summa. Theol., I-II, g. 17, a. 1, ad 2: “ex hoc enim voluntas libere potest
ad diversa ferri, quia ratio potest habere diversas conceptiones boni.”

Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, Reality, p. 189; Van der Meersch, “ Grice,” DTC, col.
1649, a): “La motion qui procéde de 'objet concerne la spécification de Vacte,
la motion qui procéde de la cause efficiente concerne Vexercice de I'acte.”

® Summa Theol., I-II, q. 8, a. 3: “ manifestum est quod voluntas potest ferri
in finem inquantum hujusmodi sine hoc quod feratur in ea quae sunt ad finem.”

Cf. ibid., ad 8: “ Voluntas ‘aliquande vult finem, et tamen non procedit ad
volendum id quod est ad finem.”

70 Garrigou-Lagrange, Reality, pp. 225-226: “ Liberty of exercise suffices to safe-
guard the essence of liberty. Man is master of his act when he can either place
the act or not place it. Such an act is free, even when there is no choice between
contrary acts . . . or between two disparate ways of attaining it.”

Cf. ibid., Qur Sevior and His Love for Us, pp. 177-180.
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situations man has both freedom of specification and freedom
of exercise, and in the use of either efficacious grace may be
involved. He may choose between alternative partial goods,
or he may decide that as none of the alternatives is really
satisfactory, he will have none of them. In some situations,
however, a man, practically speaking, retains only freedom of
exercise. The reasonable choice is so clear, that no other alter-
native enters into practical consideration, though he may refuse
to act at all. This is precisely a case when eflicacious grace
moves the will. The very efficacy of the grace so clarifies the
issue that if a choice occurs, it will oceur thus. A man may still
refuse to act at all, but under the influence of this grace, he
does not wish to refuse.”

When a man, suffering from a deadly disease, weighs the
alternatives of a palliative and of surgery as means of recover-
ing the good—health—we do not say that his intellect deprived
him of freedom because it presented the second alternative as
so obviously the better, that the first attracted him not at all.
We say that he is a sensible man, who acts according to the
dictates of reason. In other words, we say that his intellect
moved him to act according to his nature—deliberately, un-
waveringly, freely. In much the same way does the divine
motion of efficacious grace move the will. The Author of
human nature acts upon His creature in accordance with the
very nature which He has conferred.” He does not impede its
freedom.”® Rather does He actualize that freedom, here and

" Garrigou-Lagrange, “ Prédestination,” DTC, col. 2970: “Selon St. Thomas
sous la grice efficace, la liberté ne veut jamais de fait résister et poser Vacte
contraire (la grice ne serait plus efficace), mais elle conserve le pouvoir de poser
cet acte contraire.”

" Summa Theol., I-1I, q. 9, a. 6 ad 3: “ Deus movet voluntatem hominis sicut
universalis motor, ad universale objectum voluntatis quod est bonum; et sine hac
universali motione homo non potest aliquid velle; sed homo per rationem determinat
se ad volendum hoc vel illud, quod est vere bonum, vel apparens bonum. Sed
tamen interdum specialiter Deus movet aliquos ad aliquid determinate volendum,
quod est bonum, sicut in his quos movet per gratiam.”

I Cont. Gent., q. 73: *“quod perfectionis est magis conservandum est per
providentiam quam quod est imperfectionis et defectus . . . igitur pertinet ad
providentiam divinam conservare libertatem voluntatis.”

4
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now, bringing it to perform its proper act of choice—deliber-
ately, unwaveringly, freely.* God and the human will act
together, not as two partial but concurrent causes, but as two
total, subordinated causes.”” The whole human act, of justice
for example, comes from God’s grace as Primary, Principal
Cause; the whole human act comes from the free will as
secondary cause.’®

This intrinsically efficacious grace, then, which by God’s
mercy moves a man freely and infallibly, here and now, to
perform a supernatural act, does not destroy his freedom.”
It is metaphysically impossible that it should.”® The will is

"¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 19, a. 8: “Cum enim aliqua causa efficax fuerit ad
agendum, effcctus consequitur causam, non tantum secundum id quod fit, sed
etiam secundum modum fiendi vel essendi. . . . Cum igitur voluntas divina sit
efficacissima non solum sequitur quod fiant ea quae Deus vult fieri, sed et quod
eo modo fiant quo Deus ea fieri vult.”

Cf. ibid., q. 83, a. 1, ad 1: “Non tamen hoc est de necessitate libertatis quod
sit prima causa sui id quod liberum est . . . Deus igitur est prima causa movens
et naturales causas, et voluntarias. Et sicut naturalibus causis movendo eas, non
aufert quin actus earum sint naturales, ita movendo causas voluntarias, non
aufert quin actiones earum sint voluntaria, sed potius hoc in eis facit operatur enim
in unoquogque secundum ejus proprictatem.”

" De Malo, q. 181, ad 8: “ Motus voluntatis directe precedit a voluntate, et a
Deo, qui est voluntatis causa, qui solus in voluntate operatur, et voluntatem
inclinare potest in quodcunque voluerit.”

Cf. de Verit, q. 22, a. 8: “Cum igitur Deus voluntatem immutai, facit ut
praecedenti inclinationi succedat alia inclinatio et ita quod prima auferatur, et
secunda manet, unde illud ad quod inducit voluntatem non est contrarium inclina-
tioni jam existenti, sed inclinationi quae prius inerat: unde non est violentia nec
coactio . . . Potest autem Deus voluntatem immutare ex hoc quod ipse in voluntate
operatur sicut in natura: unde sicut omnis actio naturalis est a Deo, ita omnis
actio voluntatis, inquantum est actioc non solum est a voluntate ut immediate
agente, sed a Deo ut a primo agente.”

“® St. Augustinus, De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio, ML, col. 900: “ certum est nos
facere ut faciamus, praebendo vires efficacissimas voluntati; col. 886; Quibus enim
non est datum, aut nolunt, aut non implent quod volunt: quibus autem datum
est, sic volunt ut impleant quod volunt.”

" St. Augustinus, De Natura .et Gratia, ML, col. 263: “Non eflm cum ista
commemoramus, arbitrium voluntatis tollimus, sed Dei gratia praedicamus. Cui
enim prosunt ista nisi volenti, sed humiliter volenti, non se de voluntatis viribus,
tamquam ad perfectionem justitiae sola sufficiat extollenti.”

8 Garrigou-Lagrange, Reality, pp. 189-190: “it is self-contradictory that the will
should necessarily will an object which reason says is in some way not good, and
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essentially a capacity for Total Goodness, and then only will
it be necessitated when it is in possession of that Totality
to which alone it can say “ Thou art Tae coop.” This it can
never say in this life. While the adequate object of the intellect
is being as such, its proper object in this life is material
essences—and about these it does not err. But in this life the
essence of God escapes the grasp of every intellect. No matter
how profound a man’s knowledge of God, seen only indirectly
and imperfectly through His creatures, it can never compel
assent. Only the essence of God, seen in the light of glory, will
reveal Him as the Total Goodness in which the human will
must, at last, rest fulfilled. Until that day a man may range
the universe in quest of goodness, weighing the imperfect,
choosing now this, now that, never wholly satisfied, always
free to reject the partial good in favor of any object which at
the moment seems more adequate to his desire.”

But without efficacious grace no human will, however free,
would seek a good beyond the narrow horizon of his finite
natural powers. With it, a man may soar to heights undreamed
of and have within his grasp a whole new treasury of super-
natural goods, imperfect still, but all of them foreshadowings
of the Perfect Good, in which alone he can be wholly at rest.
It is this that the Thomist means when he holds that effica-
cious grace, far from limiting a man’s freedom, actualizes it,*
bringing it ultimately to its highest perfection—" the simul-
taneously whole and perfect possession of interminable life.” &
which therefore is absolutely disproportioned to the only object which can necessi-
tate the will.”

" Hyacinthe Woroniecki, O. P., “ Pour une bonne définition de la Yiberté humaine,”
Angelicum, XV (1937), 150: “ Evidémment Vobjet ne peut atteindre la volonté
autrement qu’en passant par le filtre de la connaissance, filtre bien imparfait
quamdiu peregrinamur a Domino. C'est & cette imperfection que nous devons que
le seul bien capable de nous rassasier de tout point ne peut pas nous &tre présenté
ici-bas comme tel d'une maniére parfaite et que par 12 il est exposé & étre librement
rejeté par notre volonté.”

¢ 8. Augustinus, De Correptione et Gratia, ML, col. 926: “voluntas gquippe
humana non libertate consequitur gratiam, sed gratia potius libertatem, et ut
perseveret delectabilem perpetuitatem, et insuperabilem fortitudinem.”

8t Summna Theol.,, I, q. 10, a. 1: * Aeternitas est interminabilis vitae tota simul
et perfecta possessio.”
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Pracricar, CONSEQUENCES

The jet pilot who climbs into his seat for his first mission
may well be torn between hope and despair. His target, what-
ever its grim reality, he has been schooled to regard as a
splendid goal for his achieving. He knows the power of the
throbbing engine whose throttle waits but the flick of his finger.
Towards every dial on the control panel his hand moves with
the automatic precision of long practice. And yet ...?

With something of the same mixed feelings a man might
contemplate the supernatural movement towards eternal life.
The goal, however hidden in light inaccessible, is unquestion-
ably glorious. The infinite largess of God, who has so wonder-
fully constituted him in his nature, has still more wonderfully
dowered him in his supernature. The graced human being is
magnificently and divinely equipped for flight towards the most
splendid of goals. And yet ... ?

It is precisely this shackling hesitancy that a proper under-
standing of Saint Thomas’ teaching on actual grace should
help to overcome. If anything is abundantly clear about this
doctrine, it is the absolute dependence of man on the goodness
of God for the divine motion which moment by moment must
actuate his supernatural potencies. One can no longer rely
upon his own strength. Still less can one expect as of right the
grace without which one must surely fail. At long last perhaps,
one must face the starkest of all realities—one’s own nothing-
ness. But in this is humility rooted, and it is only to the humble
that He who resisteth the proud gives grace.®

If this were the only fruit of the doctrine it would be much.
But just as the shadows enhance the beauty of the light, so
does the realization of human dependence reveal the omnipo-
tent mercy of the Creator. For God’s love is the cause of all
human goodness, with which, even in its darkest days our world
is brightened. The glory of human heroism, the strength of

®2 Garrigou-Lagrange, De Gratia, p. 216: “Haec doctrina ducit ad profundam
humilitatem, quia juxta eam homo non habet de suo exclusive nisi peccatum ™; also
Three Ages of the Interior Life, II, 119.
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human love, the tenderness of human compassion—are but
the palest reflections of the Goodness which gives them being.
Even the evil which results from the refusal of His proffered
gifts, Omnipotence turns to good. Man is dependent utterly,
not upon the whims of a tyrant nor the fragility of a broken
reed, but upon the omnipotent goodness of God. In such
dependence a man might well rejoice.

But he must also pray. The more profound his realization
of his need, the more intimate will be his prayer, and the
closer his contact with God from whom alone “ virtue goes
out.” ¥ The liturgy, that infallible guide to the mind of the
Church, shows us for what actual graces we must pray. We are
to entreat God’s mercy to overcome and rouse cur rebellious
wills,®** cure our wicked propensities,* and then change our
hearts that we may be led into the right ways.** We are to
ask His grace that we may serve Him well, since He is the very
Author of our piety and the Cause of our sanctification,®
directing us that we may please Him by cleaving to His com-
mandments.®® To a soul habituated thus to plead humbly
and urgently before the throne of God, grace will never be

88 Garrigou-Lagrange, De Gratia, p. 216: “Haec doctrina ducit ad intimam
et continuam orationem, ad magnam gratitudinem et vere ad orationem
contemplationis.”

8 Missale Romanum, Dom. XXIV post Pent.. “Excita, quaesumus, Domine,
tnorum fidelium voluntates,” Dom. IV post Pent.: “ad te nostras etiam rebelles
compelle propitius voluntates.” Cf. S. Augustinus, De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio,
ML, col. 88: “Nisi donum Dei esset etiam ipsa ad Deum nostra conversio, non
ei diceretur ‘ Deus virtutum, converte nos.” ”

% Dom. XVII post Pent: “et vitia nosira curentur, et remedia nobis aeterna
proveniant.”

Cf. 8. Augustinus, De Gratia, ML, col. 887: “Ergo et victoria qua peccatum
vincitur nihil aliud est quam donum Dei, in isto certamine adjuvantis liberum
arbitrium.”

%¢ Dom. VII post Pent.: “et ad ea quae sunt recta, perducat.”

Cf. S. Augustinus, De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio, ML, col. 898: “ Nisi posset
Deus etiam duritiam cordis auferre, non diceret per prophetam: auferam ab eis
cor lapideum, et dabo eis cor carneum.”

8 Dom. XXII post Pent.: “Adesto piis Ecclesiae tuae precibus, auctor ipse
pietatis.”

% Dom. XX post Pent.: “fac nos, quaesumus, tuis semper obedire mandatis.”
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wanting. It will go before and after his every action, removing
from his path all that is harmful, teaching him to despise all
earthly things and to serve God with a quiet mind, certain that
by His mercy he shall never be confounded.

Thus from the realization of our radical indigence, which has
been in the past so divinely relieved, man reaps a twofold
fruit. Humility is engendered by the knowledge that not upon
his own feeble will, but upon God’s efficacious grace does sal-
vation depend. And from this truth there results a second
benefit—a “ mind-set ” in virtue of which a man turns spon-
taneously and confidently to Him in whom alone is our hope.
In such a soul there develops, by little and little, an inner
tranquility and freedom,* based not upon a chimerical self-
security, but upon the omnipotent goodness of God. Wars and
rumors of wars, and the surging waves of present-day panic
roar in vain around men who know how completely * our times
are in His hands,” and how surely He moves His own towards
that day when “ all things shall be subdued unto Him .
that God may be all in all.” *°

Moruer M. C. WueeLer, R.S.C.J.

Summer School of Theology for Sisters,
Providence College,
Providence, R. I.

8g  Augustinus, De Dono Perseverantiae, ML, col. 1000: “ tutiores igitur
vivimus, si totum Deo damus; non autem nos illi ex parte, et nobis ex parte

committimus.”
27 Cor. 15:28.



NATURAL APPETITE *

[0

Will, which appeared in two numbers of Tur THOMIST,

the author, Father Robert P. Sullivan, O. P., takes issue
with the present writer over the correct understanding of St.
Thomas’ teaching on natural desire. The main points of dis-
agreement are two. The first concerns the nature of natural
desire in general: is it movement in the proper sense of the
term, or is it relation and not movement, the transcendental
relation every nature and power of nature has to its end?
The second main point of disagreement concerns the natural
appetite of the will and of the sensitive appetite. Has the
will, for example, only one natural appetite, which always
follows intellectual cognition in its subject, or are there two
natural appetites of the will; the one innate, which is a relation
that does not depend upon prior cognition in its subject, and
the other the elicited appetite described by the Commentators,
which depends upon prior intellectual cognition?

The first part of Father Sullivan’s article ? contains a clear
and able treatment of the problem of the number of objects
willed by natural necessity in the teaching of St. Thomas
Aquinas. In the second, concluding, portion Father Sullivan
defends the views of the great Commentators that innate
natural appetite means only relation without prior cognition
as a necessary prerequisite in its subject, even in the case of
the will; while the elicited natural appetite of the will or of

IN AN article entitled Natural Necessitation of the Human

* In presenting the reply of Fr. ’Connor to the criticism of Fr. Sullivan, the
Editors merely wish to present the considered opinions on both sides of the
question, without expressing judgment on the conclusions of either author—Ep.

* Tae Tromist, XIV (1951), 851-899; 490-528. This study subsequently appeared
under the title “Man’s Thirst for Good,” Thomistic Studies, n. 4 (Newman
Press, 1952).

2 Loc. cit., 364-399.
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