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AHE purpose of this article should be quite evident from
the very title itself. It is an endeavor to get the
definitive doctrine of Aquinas regarding the nature of
the grace coming to us through the sacraments of the Church.
Any such attempt, however, necessitates an examination of
the various writings to see whether his teaching is constant
or otherwise, since this is by no means a foregone conclusion.

We shall try to point out as clearly as possible the Thomistic
conception of the nature of sacramental grace; this necessarily
entalls a correct understanding of the function of that quasi-
mysterious element of the sacramental process, the res et sacra-
mentum, which to date does not seem to have been solved in
so clear a manner as to make any of the several solutions
proposed apodictic. We shall see that the simplicity and the
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unity to which St. Thomas has reduced the sacramental process
is one more proof of his having penetrated into the secrets
of God and His supernatural plan in a most profound manner.
Everything closely and intimately connected with the interior
workings of the Divinity must necessarily reflect these perfec-
tions so proper to the Godhead. The sacraments are ordained
to bring about sanctity, which, in the last analysis, is simplicity,
the simplicity of a child in regard to its Father. We would
naturally, therefore, expect the cause of this sanctity (even an
instrumental cause), the sacramental process, to contain this
note in an eminent degree.

Not that there will not be difficulties; this is already evident
if we but consider that there are several theories which claim
to be the exponent of the mind of the Angelic Doctor. We
might reduce these difficulties to the following:

1. The change of St. Thomas’ teaching on the nature of sacra-
mental causality.

2. An obscurity as to just what he meant by the term quosdam
effectus in the text occurring in the Summna.

3. A failure to consider as of very great importance the fifth
article of the same question.

4. A lack of accurate consideration regarding those teachings
which have some definite bearing on the problem at hand: the
notion of habitus, of grace, of original justice and of original sin.

If we keep these points in mind, we should be able to arrive
at some idea of the mind of St. Thomas in regard to the nature
of sacramental grace.

It is best to follow a chronological treatment of the problem,
so that if there is any development or change of doctrine, it
will be the more apparent. That brings us first to a considera-
tion of the Sentences and of the De Veritate. But before
beginning our inquiry into the more important texts from these
works, in which sacramental grace comes up for ex professo
discussion, it is essential that we have some idea of the sacra-
mental process as conceived by St. Thomas at the time of the
composition of his commentary on the Sentences.
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The division of this process was generally accepted as being
made up of an action with a twofold effect, that is to say in
sacramental terminology res et sacramentum, and the res
tantum.

The sacramentum, or the sacramentum tantum, was the
external rite, the sensible part of the sacramental process. The
res et sacramentum can be considered as a sacramental char-
acter, or an ornatus antmae. It is this which St. Thomas con-
siders as the immediate effect of the sacramental action. The
sacramental rite did not cause directly and immediately
sanctifying grace, even if we consider it as an instrument of
God. The reason for this is that at this time, the Angelic
Doctor, following the teaching of his day, considered grace
as being something created in the soul by God, something
on the order of the human soul, and therefore, something which
no creature could produce, even instrumentally. Nevertheless
the dicta sanctorum made it essential to consider the sacra-
ments as causing grace in some way, as being not mere causae
per accidens, iIn no way inducing the effect.

Following an opinion being taught in his day, as is evident
from the way in which he exposesit “ And therefore some say,” *
he says that two things are produced in the soul by the
external sacramental action: the res et sacramentum and grace.
The first effect was brought about effectively by the sacra-
ments.? With regard to the second effect, they were merely
dispositional causes, causae disponentes, bringing about a dis-
position which of itself necessitated the infusion of grace?

This creates a difficulty. Just what is this talis dispositio of
which he speaks?* Is it something physical over and above
the res et sacramentum? ® If that were the case, there would
be a threefold effect following from the sacramental action:
the res et sacramentum, the disposition exacting the last effect,

1 IV Sent., d. 1, a. 4, qcla. 1.

2 Ibid.

s Ibid.

4 Ibid.

S N.B. Such as Peter de la Palu and Capreolus maintain.
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and the ultimate effect itself, or grace. St. Thomas, however,
speaks of only two effects,® and clarifies the role of the second,
this talis dispositio, in the context:

. .. but in addition, msofar as they (the material instruments)
are instruments of the divine mercy which justifies, they bring
about instrumentally (modo perfectivo) a certain effect in the soul,
which corresponds to the first effect of the sacraments, such as the
character, or something of the sort.

They do not, however, bring about (modo perfectivo) the last
effect which is grace, not even as an instrument, except in a dis-
positional manner, INSOFAR AS THAT WHICH THEY DO EFFECT INSTRU-
MENTALLY (modo perfectivo) Is A DISPOSITION WHICH OF ITS NATURE
NECESSITATES THE RECEPTION OF GRACE.’

He identifies the first effect, or the immediate effect of the
sacramental rite, which he has called above the res et sacra-
mentum, with the disposition which necessitates the infusion
of grace. It is God who immediately produces the form or
sanctifying grace in the soul, and it is the sacramental rite
which instrumentally produces the res et sacramentum, or the
immediate effect; it is this latter which acts as the disposition
for the infusion of grace, as the disposition which normally
accompanies it.° So much for the effects of the causality of
the sacraments in the commentary on the Seniences.

One other thing that could cause us difficulty is the term
gratia sacramentalis as used in the earlier works. From its use
it seems to have different meanings in various contexts. ¥or
at one time it seems to be something, an effect, that flows out
of sanctifying grace and, therefore, presupposing the presence
of the latter; at another, it appears to be something, a disposi-
tion, which precedes sanctifying grace. The solution is closely
connected with the above problem, and is an application of

¢ Loc. cit. (cf. note (1)).

7 Ibid.

¢ N.B. The word disposition here is not used in the sense of an incomplete
habitus which disposes something “ bene vel male.” It is used to denote a kind of
state of “ matter ” which precedes, in ordine naturae, non temporis, the infusion of
a. form,
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the principle causae sunt ad invicem causae, sed in diverso
genere, This disposition is something which precedes the in-
fusion of the form in the genus of material causality, and some-
thing which follows upon the infusion of the form in the genus of
formal causality. But there is a difficulty, at least an apparent
one: is not the agent who produces a form the one who is
responsible for the disposition necessitating the presence of that
form? It is God alone who infuses the form in the case of the
sacraments; the latter do not effect it, even in an instrumental
manner. But if they do not effect the form, how can they
effect a disposition which presupposes that form, at least in
the genus of formal causality?

The answer is quite simple, and is in perfect consenance
with the nature of instrumental causality which is, as St.
Thomas says so clearly, movens motum.! God Himself
divectly infuses the form or the sanctifying grace, but He uses
an instrument to bring about that disposition which the form
requires. But in accordance with the nature of instrumental
causality, the instrument does not move to produce its effect
except msofar as it is moved by the principal cause. Ultimately,
then, it is God Who causes both the form and the disposition
required for the form. For the operation of the instrument as
instrument 1s none other than the operation of God Himself;
the same principle can be applied here as for the Sacred
Humanity of Qur Lord, “ it is not distinct from the operation
of the Godhead.” **

Now to apply this to the problem at hand, the meaning
of the term gratia sacramentalis; it is used by St. Thomas to
indicate something which can be considered in one of two
ways, either as a disposition preceding the infusion of grace,
or, as an effect flowing from it. It is, we must note, the same
reality, considered under different aspects in accordance with
the principle mentioned above. If the term is not used in this

SV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, gcla. 1.
10 Summa Theologiae, TII, q. 19, a. 1, ad 2; the same thought is expressed in the
Sentences: cf. II7 Sent., d. 18, a. 1, ad 4 and ad 5.
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manner, then we shall see that it is impossible to understand
the texts that we shall examine,

Occasionally, in the earlier works, St. Thomas uses the
expression to denote the last effect of the sacramental rite,
or grace. This, however, is always more than evident from
the text.* With this as a guiding norm, we can now move
into our problem.

A. The Sentences

The best method of discovering St. Thomas’ conception of
the nature of sacramental grace at the time of the composition
of the Sentences would be to analyze all or at least the most
important texts in which sacramental grace is discussed. This
would, however, make an article on the subject unduly long.
For our purposes, namely, to discover the elements in the earlier
works from which the definitive doctrine of the Angelic Doctor
proceeds, it will suffice to synthesize or sum up what we con-
sider to be the teaching that occurs here.

The following are the conclusions which would be deduced
from such an analysis:

1. The sacramental graces flow out from the grace which perfects
the essence of the soul, in a way similar to that in which the
virtues and gifts do.'?

2. The sacramental graces, properly so-called, really differ from the
gratia gratum faciens. For the latter perfects the essence of the
soul, while the former is ordained toward the removal of defects
left by sin, with respect to the natural good of the powers of
the soul.?

3. The sacramental graces are not identical with the virtues and
the gifts, and are therefore really distinet from them.**

4. The sacramental graces are specifically distinct from one
another.®

L CE IV Sent., d. 4, q. 1, a. 1, ad 4.
*2CE. (a) II Sent., d. 26, q. 1, a. 6, ad 5.
(b) IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, gcla. 5.
(c) Ibid., d. 7, q. 2 a. 2 qd. 2 and ad 2; gcla. 8.
*Cf. (a), (b), and (c) in note 12; cf. also IV Sent., d. 2, q. 1, a. 1, qcla. 1, ad 2.
14 Ibid.
15 Ibid.
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5. The relation of the sacramental graces with habitual grace is
that of a disposition for it, or of an effect flowing from it,
depending on the genus of causality under consideration®®

6. The sacramental graces do not expel any forms which might be
in the powers of the soul as the virtues de.”?

It is by no means certain to say, as some authors do*®
that the sacramental graces differ from the gratia gratum
faciens in the same manner as do the virtues and the gifts, and
that they are, therefore, habitus distinct from this grace, The
point at issue in each of those texts where this might appear
to be so, must be taken into consideration. Moreover, from
certain other texts in the Sentences and from the teaching on
original sin, we shall see that the sacramental graces are not
to be considered as habttus in the strict sense of the word.

In the fourth book of the Sentences, in his consideration of
the grace given by the sacrament of Baptism, St. Thomas
gives us his idea of just what the special grace of the sacrament
is ordered to:

In original sin, such was the process, that the person corrupted
the nature, and the nature the person. Whence in considering this
sin, we can lock for something that pertains to the nature, and
something that pertains to the person.

The Passion of Christ was sufficient to remove both. But because
the sacraments are applied to persons, the sacrament of Baptism
removes from us that corruption of the person which overflowed
from the corruption of the nature. And therefore, it takes away the
infection of guilt insofar as this affects the person, and also the
punishment which would deprive the person of That Act which is

3¢ Cf, texts listed under (a) and (b) above. .

17 Cf. text (c), and IV Sent., d. 2,q. 1, a. 1, gcla. 1, ad 2.

8 Capreolus, Defensiones Theologiae D. Thomae Aquinatae in Quarto Sententiar-
um, VI, Dist. I-II-IIT, q. 3, a. 8, § 3, p. 77 Turin, 1906) : cf. also B. Brazzarola, La
Natura della Grazia Sacramentale nella Dottrina di San Tommaso (Doctoral Disser-
tation submitted to the Faculty of the Gregorian University, Rome), Grottoferrata,
1941. (The author attempts to prove in the work that the sacramental graces are
habitus in the strict sense of the word.) Cf. also Cajetan, Commentarium in Illam
partem, q. 62, a. 2, n. 2; he admits that this may have been the mind of St. Thomas
in the following places: II Sent., d. 26, a. 6, ad 5; IV Sent, d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, gcla. 5;
IV Sent., d. 7, q. 2, a. 2, qcla. 8; De Verit., q. 27, a. 5, ad 12.
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the Beatific Vision. But it does not take away, at the time in which
the sacrament is conferred (actu), the infection which touches our
nature; this is clear from the fact that through generation a bap-
tized person transmits original sin to the offspring. Nor does it
remove the penalties which pertain to a nature deprived of the
grace of innocence of the first state, such as the rebellion of the
flesh against the spirit, and other punishments of the sort which
follow from the fact that man is composed of contraries, both in
regard to the body, and in regard to the soul in a certain sense, that
is, with respect to the appetite of the sense and that of the intellect.

However, baptismal grace does effect this result, that the penal-
ties which remain no longer dominate the person; that they become,
on the contrary, more subject to him, and that he might use them
to his own advantage making them serve as an opportunity for
virtue and an occasion for humility.t®

And again we read:

But against the other punishment, following upon the constitu-
tion of corrupted nature, such as is the concupiscence or the “ fomes

ipeccati,” a remedy is applied in Baptism, so that they no longer
dommate the subject.?

In treating of the sacrament of Confirmation he says:

The disease of sin is removed in one of two ways; as regards the
guilt: if it is original, it is removed in Baptism; if it is actual, it is
removed in Penance. In regard, however, to the punishment by
which we are inclined to sin, this is removed in Confirmation and
in the other sacraments.”

One other text that illuminates the nature of this special grace,
is taken from the Supplement, in regard to the sacrament of
Extreme Unction:

The principal effect of this sacrament is the remission of sins
with respect to the reliquiae peccati. . . . These are not to be
considered as dispositions resulting from actions; they are rather
kinds of inchoate, or initial habitus creating a kind of spiritual
weakness existing in our reason. When this is removed, even though

eIV Sent., d. 4, q. 2, a. 1, gcla. 3.
2 Ibid., a. 3, qcla. 1, and ad 2.
2 Ibid., d. 4, g. 8, a. 1.
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the habitus or dispositions remain, the reason cannof be so easily
inclined to sin.??

Sacramental grace must be considered in the light of original
sin. I man had not sinned, there would have been no Passion,
and consequently no sacraments, since the latter receive all
their efficacy from the Passion of Christ. The sacraments were
to be remedies against sin and the defects which it leaves in
the soul, that is to say, the inclinations towards sin, or the
wounds of the natural powers of the soul. They were ordained
gradually to restore man to that pristine state of harmony
which was found in our first parents before sin.

Original sin had brought about the loss of that marvelous
harmony which consisted in a stable threefold subjection, of
the mind to God, of the inferior powers of the soul to the
reason, and of the body to the soul. Tt dissolved this by intro-
ducing into our will an aversion from God, and into the inferior
powers a conversion toward commutable good.

From the texts cited above the special effects of the sacra-
ments are ordained to rectify that disorder found in the mnferior
powers of the soul, at least partially. Their purpose is there-
fore, to rectify concupiscence, or the material element of original
sin. The nature of this is described by St. Thomas in the
De Malo:

Concupiscence, according as it pertains to original sin, is not
actual concupiscence, but rather habitual. It belongs to a habitus
to make us trained (habile) for something. But an agent is also
said to be inclined (habile) towards an operation from the sub-
traction of that which impeded this operation. So too, concupis-
cence can be said to be habitual in one of twoe ways, first as a
disposition or habitus inclining us to doing something opposed to
the dictates of our reason. Such would be the case in one who had
the habitus of concupiscence from a repetition of acts. Original
sin, however, is not considered to be concupiscence in this manner.

Another way in which concupiscence can be understood to be
habitual, is as an inclination to act outside the dictates of reason.
This results from the fact that the concupiscible power is not per-

82 Summa Theologiae, Suppl., q. 30, a. 1, c. and ad 2.
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fectly subject to our reason, given the fact that original justice has
been lost. It is in this sense that original sin, materially speaking,
is habitual concupiscence.?®

The sacramental graces do not replace any form, because
original sin is not a habitus in this sense of the word. They
are ordained, rather, to restore partially something of that
habitual disposition or harmony which was found in our first
parents. They are to bring back, in some way, the subjection
of the inferior powers to the reason. In the last analysis,
then, they seem to replace merely imperfectly the material
element of a habitus that does not impress any form on the
soul, but which consists in a disorder existing in our nature,
which disorder was prevented from coming about by a certain
power of grace in the state of innocence.*

The term “ concupiscence ” is used here to denote the wounds
of the natural good of the powers of the soul, or the “ fomes
peccati ” inclining us toward sin. The sacramental graces serve
to diminish the deminating force of this inclination, which,
considered apart from its formal element, or with its formal
element removed, does not have the ratio of a habitus, whether
operative or entitative, since it is #n via, or on the way to being
removed.

It is true that St. Thomas frequently says that sacramental
grace has some similarity with the virtues and the gifts of
the Holy Spirit, but this comparison cannot be pushed too
far. They both flow out of the entitative habitus perfecting
the essence of the soul, and they are both ordained to produce
special effects in the powers of the soul, the one a remedial
effect, the others a perfecting effect.

But sacramental grace, from all the descriptions of it given
in the texts cited above, cannot be a habitus on the order of
those of the virtues and gifts. For the latter are operative
habitus, while sacramental grace, if anything would be an
entitative or a quasi-entitative habitus, perfecting the powers

2 De Malo, q. 4, a. 2, ad 4.
* JT Sent., d. 19, q. 1, a. 5, sol.
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not for operation (which function belongs to the virtues and
gifts) but in ordine ad se. In this remedial aspect, which seems
to be the aspect St. Thomas treats of predominantly in the
Sentences” it is ordained to naturalize a power of the soul,
as John of St. Thomas says.?® It is ordained to restore the
power, or powers, to its or to their pristine health.?” Its
function, then, 1s to remove the obstacle, at least to some
extent, to the free and unimpeded performance of virtuous
acts; or let us say, that the remedial function of sacramental
grace is to perfect the powers of the soul “ in ordine ad motum
rationis,” such that the reason should find no obstacle on the
part of the powers of the soul to its dictates. _

Moreover the idea of a quasi-entitative habitus has no
foundation in St. Thomas. For he speaks of only one entitative
habitus in the soul, and that is grace.

QOur final conclusion is, then, that the term sacramental
grace refers to the immediate effect of the sacramental rite,
or the res et sacramentum, precisely as such, if’ we consider
it in one of its two relations with sanctifying grace, that is,
as a disposition for it. It is not a habitus, either entitative or
operative, but it is a remedy tending to bring back the powers
of the soul to the subjection they once had in the state of
innocence. Their function is one of restoration. Just as some
of the old parts of an ancient monument can still be seen as
a kind of witness to its restoration, so too, in the great work
of restoring humanity, the latter has not been restored in all
its parts so as to reach that state of harmony which existed
between the inferior powers and the reason in the state of
mnocence,*® _

We cannot conclude with Capreolus, following Peter of

25 IV Sent., Prologue of St. Thomas.

28 Cursus Theologicus, IX, q. 62, disp. 24, a. 2, n. 22.

27 “Ad secundum dicendum quod gratia virtutum opponitur peeccato, secundum
quod peccatum continet inordinationem actus; sed gratia sacramentalis opponitur ei
secundum quod vulnerat naturale bonum potentiarum.” [V Sent, d. 1, q. 1, a. 4,
gcla. 5, ad 2. A

28 P, Gounin, “ La Grace Sacramentelle,” Revue Apologetique, 55 (1932), 142-143.
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Palu, or with Fr. Brazzarola, that the sacramental graces are
habitus in the strict sense of the word, and operative habitus;
nor can we even say that the texts of the Sentences * favor the
identification of the sacramental graces with new habitus.” *°

B. The De Veritate

Next in our consideration comes the text which has been
used by both those who consider sacramental grace to be a
habitus distinct from that of habitual grace, and by those
who consider it to be a modality of this grace. Since the work
was undertaken a little later than the commentary on the
Sentences, we will be able to see whether there was any change
or development of the ideas expressed there.*

The text occurs in an article parallel to one which is found
in the Sentences—* Whether there is in every individual only
one gratia gratum faciens.*

We shall have to consider the twelfth, thirteenth and four-
teenth objections preceding the corpus of the article, insofar
as the pertinent response is given as a solution for all of these.
We might trace the objections per modum unius, so that the
one response given for them will be somewhat more easy to
grasp.

The sacramental graces are recognized as being specifically
distinct from one another;®* in fact so specifically distinet,
that the objector conceives of them as different species of
sanctifying grace ** and not as one form that the various
sacraments increase®* Under this light then, a person could
have several gratiae gratum facientes, each of the sacraments
producing its own.

22 T1. Bouéssé, O.P., Le Sauveur du Monde 4. L’Economie Sacramentaire (Cham-
béry-Leysee-Péris, 1951), p. 423.

% Fr. Walz, O.P., in his chronology of the works of St. Thomas, gives the De
Veritate as having been written between 1256-9; the Sentences, between 1253-5;
“ Chronotaxis Vitae et Operum S. Thomae de Aquino,” Angelicum, 16 (1939), 470-
473.

81 Cf. 11 Sent., d. 26, q. a. 6. 32 Ibid., obj. 12.

32 De Verit., q. 27, obj. 14, 34 Ibid., obj. 18.
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Moreover, the sacraments are considered as being directed
principally against the guilt we have contracted,® and for
that reason are not charismatic gifts in the sense of which
St. Paul speaks,*® because these are not opposed to any guilt.

Having already refuted some of the difficulties within the
objections themselves, in the response one point will receive
the special attention of St. Thomas—acceptance with clarifica-
tion, or rejection of the assertion: “ There are several species
of habitual grace.”

His response is a follows:

. . . just as the diverse virtues and gifts of the Holy Spirit are
ordered to different acts, so too the different effects of the sacra-
ments are as different medicines against sin, and participations of
the power of the Passion of Our Lord, which depend upon the
¢ gratia gratum faciens,” just as do the virtues and the gifts.

The virtues and the gifts, however, have a special name, because
of the fact that the acts towards which they are ordained are evi-
dent; for that reason, they are distinguished from grace according
to name.’” The defects of sin, against which the sacraments have
been instituted, are hidden; as a result, the effects of the sacraments
do not have a proper name, but they are called by the name of
grace, 1. e., sacramental grace. It is with respect to these that the
sacraments are distinguished insofar as these are considered their
proper effects. Nevertheless these effects pertain to habitual grace,
which is joined to them. Along with their proper effects, then, the
sacraments have a’common effect, habitual grace, which they give

to one who does not yet have it, or increase in one who already
does.®

35 Ibid., obj. 14.

3¢ Y Cor. 12: 4. )

3" In the Leonine edition of the De Veritate, which will appear shortly, the last
phrase will read as “should read ‘unde etiam secundum nomen a gratia distin-
guuntur’.” This is also the reading which occurs in the text where Capreoclus
discusses the nature of sacramental grace, referring to this text of the De Veritate.
This would not seem necessarily to indicate that the virtues and the gifts are of the
same nature as the sacramental graces; it would merely indicate that the virtues
and the gifts differ from habitual grace on two accounts—because of their special
effects, and, nominally. The sacramental graces differ from it on one, the fact that

they have special effects. The nature of sacramental grace is not the point at issue.
3% De Verit., q. 27, a. 5, ad 12.
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The sacramental graces are to be considered as diverse
medicines against sin, and participations of the power of Our
Lord’s Passion; and they depend, as do the virtues and the
gifts, on habitual grace. But we must interpret this in the
light of the entire response. The aim of the Angelic Doctor
1s to show that the special effects of the sacraments cannot be
called diverse habitual graces perfecting the essence of the soul.
He is answering principally the difficulty of the article—
“ Whether there can be more than one habitual grace? ” The
answer 1s categorical—No.

As regards the nature of sacramental grace, this is not deter-
mined because this cannot be decided perfectly until the special
defects against which the sacraments are ordained are known;
and they are as he expressly states not known (latentes sunt)
Whence it is that we cannot give them any name such as
“ virtue ” or “ gift.” It is true that we know something of the
effects of the various sacraments, but we do not know the
nature of the defects against which they are given. We know
that until we perceive the nature of an object, we cannot know
adequately the nature of that which is specified by the object.
And therefore, we must conclude that until we know the
nature of the defects, we cannot know adequately the nature
of the sacramental graces or effects. If the causa causarum,
the final cause is unknown, then the formal cause cannot be
completely understood. And that is the exact cause we have
here. For St. Thomas avows that the final causes, the defects
for which the graces are given are hidden, or are not known.

We do know that the sacramental graces in some way pertain
to habitual grace, as do the virtues and the gifts, and that
habitual grace is joined to them, giving the sacraments not
only their proper effects, but also a common effect, namely
sanctifying grace.

Here again we note the position of sacramental grace with
regard to habitual grace. It depends on habitual grace, and as
such, presupposes it; and it also contains it by a kind of con-
tinuation, insofar as “ the sacraments along with their proper
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effects, have also a common effect, habitual grace, which they
either give initially, or increase.”

From two other responses in the same article, we can see
a re-affirmation of the role sacramental graces are called upon
to play. In the answer to the eighth objection, he says that
in the consideration of sin, we can turn our attention to one
of two things, the aversion which is the same for all mortal
sins, in that they all turn us away from God, the unchangeable
good; or we can consider sin in regard to the conversion it
involves. It the latter consideration, the virtues oppose them-
selves to sin, such that the various virtues exclude the sins
which are opposed to them. For contrary forms expel contrary
forms or dispositions.

In the fifteenth response, St. Thomas says that if we consider
sin precisely from the view-point of the aversion it involves,
we have one wound inflicted on the soul, and that wound is
healed by habitual grace. But if we take sin from the conver-
sion to commutable good that it involves, it inflicts several
wounds, which are healed by the virtues and by the special
effects of the sacraments.

The virtues are sufficient to expel the forms opposed to
themselves, as we can see from the answer to the eighth objec-
tion. The sacramental graces or effects must heal in another
way, which is not expressed here, but which is probably that
which is expressed in the Sentences—by acting as a remedy
against the wounds of the natural good of the powers of the
soul, which wounds, as we can see from the De Malo, do not
require the infusion of any form or habitus. But regardless
of the assertion of this last phrase, the fact that he does not
mention how the sacramental graces heal, accords perfectly
with the avowal that he has in the response to the twelfth
objection—the defects against which they are given are un-
known. For the De Malo was written at least four years after
the De Veritate.*®

N, B. The dates given by Mandonnet for the composition of the De Veritate
are 1256-9; for the De Malo, 1263-8. Cf. “ Chronologie Sommaire de la vie et des
écrits de Saint Thomas,” Revue des sciences philosophiques et théologiques, IX
(1920), 148.
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From our consideration then, we can arrive at three conclu-
sionss:

1. The sacramental graces are distinguished from habitual grace,
not in such a way, however, as to create different species of
habitual grace perfecting the soul.

2. The relation of the sacramental graces with habitual grace
appears to be exactly the same here as it was in the Sentences—
disposition for, or effect following from, depending on the genus
of causality under consideration.

8. The sacramental graces do not seem to expel any forms in the
powers of the soul as do the virtues.

Beyond this, neither the text, nor the context allow us to go.
%* % % #*

There is one other text in this same work in which St. Thomas
speaks of sacramental grace, a text, which, strangely enough,
is not very often cited in regard to the problem. He merely
repeats something that we have already seen in the commen-
tary on the Sentences,*® as regards the effects of the causality
of the sacraments,

The sacraments do not arrive directly and immediately at sane-
tifying grace, but rather at their proper effects which are called
sacramental graces upon which there follows the infusion of habitual
grace or its increase.*

We saw above that that which the sacraments caused
directly and immediately was the res et sacramentum, which
is a character, or an “ ornatus animae ” or something of the
sort, in the case of the sacraments which do not impress any
character. The sacraments do not cause immediately and
directly the habitual grace perfecting the essence of the soul;
they cause this only in a dispositional way. Are we to infer
from this that St. Thomas wishes to identify the sacramental
character with sacramental grace? I believe that he does not
mean to identify the sacramental character with sacramental

42V Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, gcla. 1.
i De Verit., q. 27, a. 7, .
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grace, but rather the res et sacramentum with sacramental
grace. Or let us say that he identifies the character with
sacramental grace, not insofar as it is a character (for under
this precise aspect it is something which is directly ordained
towards cult), but insofar as the character is the res et sacra-
mentum of a sacrament.

We must picture the sacramental causality as expressed here
in exactly the same manner as we did in the Sentences. The
immediate effect can be considered under one of two aspects—
either as the res et sacramentum, or a physical disposition
exacting of its nature the infusion of sanctifying grace, as we
see it considered here; or we can regard it as an effect flowing
from the grace in the essence of the soul;, as we saw from the
first text of the De Veritate. There can be no questioning the
fact that the Angelic Doctor identifies the sacramental graces
with the immediate effects of the sacramental rite. Nor can
there be any question that the role of sacramental grace is
twofold, and can only be explained by having recourse to the
principle “ causae sunt ad invicem causae, sed In diverso
genere.”

The notion of sacramental grace insofar as it is expressed
here is exactly the same as that which we found in the
Sentences. The nature is not determined here, either in the
text or in the context, and indeed, it is difficult to know the
exact nature, because the defects against which it is ordained
are hidden. From the response to the eighth objection, we
see that they do not infuse into the powers of the soul any
form such as the virtues do; they are not, thereiore, operative
habitus, on the same order as are the virtues or the gifts of
the Holy Spirit.

With this then, let us turn to the nature of sacramental
grace as proposed in the Summa.

C. The Summa Theologiae

The problem which has been facing us throughout our
study is the nature of sacramental grace, or sacramental grace
considered in regard to its formal causality, We would expect

2
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that a consideration of the other three causes would help
us to reach a solution. While it is true that we have already
considered them, we have not pointed them out as such,
preferring to wait until we should study the problem in the
Summa, since it 1s here that we have the definitive and concise
teaching of the Angelic Doctor on the subject.

That brings us, therefore, to a study of sacramental grace
in relation to (1) its efficient causes, God and the sacraments;
(2) its material cause, or the subject to whom it is given,
man wounded by original and actual sin; (8) its final cause,
or the ends for which it is given. However, since the final and
material causes are so closely related, we can consider them
together.

I

SACRAMENTAL GRACE 1IN RELATION TO ITs EFFICIENT CAUSES

When we consider the position of the articles on sacramental
grace in the Summa, we can be quite certain of one thing, that
he is considering here, from the very position of the articles,
sanctifying grace, or habitual grace, not insofar as it perfects
the essence of the soul, nor insofar as from it there flow virtues
and gifts to perfect its powers; he is considering grace here
precisely as it is given to us in and through the sacraments
with a view to giving us help in regard to certain difficulties
with which we are faced in our spiritual life, which is now a
Christian life, or a life depending upon and imitating the life
of Christ, the Incarnate Son of God.

Tue TerMm Gratia Sacramentalis

The understanding of the solution regarding the nature of
sacramental grace, will be much easier and more convincing,
if we understand the meaning of the term gratia sacramentalis.
In the Summa St. Thomas does not use it merely to denote the
special effect of each of the sacraments, qua effectus specialis,
such as he did in the earlier works. If we were to consider the
term in this sense, we would destroy the trend and the unity
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of the question in which is occurs. For all the other articles
consider grace as an effect of the sacraments, or we might say,
they treat of grace as conferred sacramentally, implying there-
fore an opposition to the consideration of grace merely in the
abstract, the grace of the virtues and of the gifts.

This interpretation is confirmed in the sed contra where
St. Thomas tells us that if grace, coming to us through the
sacraments, did not have something in addition to the grace
of the virtues and of the gifts, then the sacraments would be
frustra, useless, for one already having this grace of the virtues
and of the gifts. The grace therefore, given by the sacraments
is not exactly the same, essentially and accidentally, as that
of the virtues and of the gifts.

Secondly, it is confirmed in the body of the article where
he opposes grace secundum se considerata to the grace con-
ferred by the sacraments. The question to be answered in the
article is whether the grace given through the sacraments adds
something to the grace which perfects the essence of the soul
and the virtues and the gifts which perfect the powers of the
soul. He answers in the affirmative, and in explaining the
answer he says that it adds a certain divine help. He does not,
therefore, identify sacramental grace with the help that it
gives, but says rather that grace as given through the sacra-
ments has something in addition to the habitual grace, or
as he says, to the grace of the virtues and of the gifts. That
“ something ” enables the one receiving a sacrament to live
the Christian life, or that aspect of it symbolized by the
particular sacrament received.

Part of the reason ** for this change in the use of the term
gratia sacramentalis is given to us in the first article of the
same question, that is to say, because of the fact that he
changed his teaching on the causality of the sacraments. The
two questions are very closely related. The fact that the sacra-

42N, B. I say “part of the reason ” because he had already broken from the idea
that grace was directly created by God in the soul, at the time of the writing of the
De Veritate. Cf. De Verit., q. 27, a. 3, ad 9; a. 4, ad 15.
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ments cause grace perfective, according to the teaching we find
here in article one, is an indication that most probably sacra-
mental grace is no longer considered as a disposition, not even
n genere causae materialis, as it definitely is in the commentary
on the Sentences and in the De Veritate, where he proposes
the theory of dispositional instrumental causality.*®* We might
also note that Capreolus who considers sacramental grace as
a habitus, also considers that St. Thomas taught the theory of
dispositional causality in the Summa as well as in the other
two works.** So it seems that there is more than a coincidence
in linking up the causality of the sacraments with the nature
of sacramental grace, and especially with the term gratia
sacramentalis.

Lastly, the manner in which St. Thomas speaks of sacra-
mental grace here, is quite different from that of the preceding
works, just as is the manner in which he speaks of sacramental
causality. This comes from his conception of the entire sacra-
mental system. For the sacraments are considered as giving
as their principal and immediate effect sanctification,* a sancti-
fication which is accidentally diverse in accordance with the
sacramental symbolism of the various sacraments. The limita-
tion, or better, the determination of the sanctification given
by the sacraments, has been established by God according to
the exigencies of the spiritual life which has some conformity
with our corporal life.*

In short, the entire conception of sacramental theology as
found in the Summa is more unified and more simple than we

43IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, gcla. 5: “ Et ita patet quod gratia quam sacramentum
directe continet, differt a gratia quae est in virtutibus et donis; quamvis etiam illam
gratiam per quamdam continuationem continsant.” Cf. also bid., d. 7, q. 2, a. 2,
gcla. 2, ad 2. Tt is even more clear in the De Verit., q. 27, a. 7, ¢. (in fine): “Et
hoc modo gratia quae est in sacramentis; et tanto minus, quanto sacramenta non

epveniunt directe et immediate ad ipsam gratiam, de qua nunc loquimur; sed ad
proprios effectus qui dicuntur gratiae sacramentales, ad quod sequitur infusio gratiae
gratum facientis, vel angmentum.”

# Capreolus, loc. cit., q. 1, p. 4.

8 Summa Theol., 1I1, q. 60, a. 2, c.

“ Jbid., q. 65, a. 1, c.
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find it in the other works, because here he is laying out a sum-
total of theology, according to a definite plan, which receives
its unity from that of its object, God, Who is Himself perfectly
simple. The whole notion, then, of sacramental grace is more
positive, more closely bound up with the sanctifying aspect
of grace, infiltrating into the acts which are of their very nature
supernatural.
+* ¥* * *

As we consider the article *” we see that St. Thomas places
it immediately after one of the articles on sacramental causality.
The sacraments cause grace, a grace which is not merely a
special effect, but sanctifying grace by which we are joined to
God as adopted children “enjoying the Word, and being
participators of Him from a certain kind of an affinity of like-
ness,” to use the very deep and mysterious words of St. Thomas
himself *

The sacraments confer this grace, not by setting up or
causing, even physically, merely a certain disposition in the
soul, exacting from God the infusion of grace; rather they
themselves confer sanctification on the soul by being elevated
and moved by God to produce an effect which is beyond their
natural powers. In other words, the sacraments cause their
principal effect perfective.

We would naturally expect that the next question he will
ask will concern the principal effect of the sacraments also,
which is, as he says in the Prologue, grace, around which centers
the entire consideration of the present question. He proposes
the question “ Whether the grace which is caused by the
sacraments 1s the same as the grace of the virtues and of the
gifts.”

He answers in the negative, and says that it adds something

7 Ibid., q. 62, a. 2.

48 “ it licet Verbum Dei sua virtute penetret omnia, utpote omnia conservans et
portans, creaturis tamen intellectualibus, quae proprie Verbo perfrui possunt et eius
participes esse, ex quadam similitudinis affinitate et eminentius et ineffabilius potest
unir.” IV Cont. Gent., c. 41.
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which he calls rather indefinitely a quoddam divinum auzilium,
a certain divine help to enable the sacrament and the one
receiving it to attain the end for which it was mstituted. In
the body of the article he does not proceed much farther in
determining the nature of the help; he allows that to remain
somewhat obscure, or let us say that he allows the mystery
which is contained in the life of grace as sacramentalized to
remain.*

He does tell us the reason for our sacramental grace-life,
namely, to produce special effects necessary in a life which is
now according to divine providence essentially Christian, or
Christ-like, insofar as we are now imagines Filiz su1.”® These
special effects are ‘ something beyond the acts to which the
powers of the soul are ordained . . .” and we might add, con-
sidered naturally or supernaturally; that is to say that the
powers of the soul can in no way produce these effects even
perfected by the grace of the virtues and of the gifts. The
sacramental grace is not this effect, as can be shown from the
fact that throughout the entire Summa St. Thomas, when
speaking of the special effect of the various sacraments, never
calls it the sacramental grace of the sacrament. This special
effect is the final cause of the sacrament, while the sacramental
grace adds beyond the grace of the virtues and of the gifts a
certain help or strength by which the final cause of the sacra-
ment is attained. The sacraments would be useless, if the
grace they give was in no way different from the grace of
the virtues and the gifts, and the causality of the sacraments,
as expressed by the phrase efficiunt quod figurant,”* would
simply be untrue,

But that grace is different, and that difference is brought

4 “Fs gehort nimlich zum Wesen des sakramentalen Mysteriums, dass das
Mysterium auch in Sakramente, Mysterium bleibt. Das wiire nicht der Fall, wenn
es in demselben schlechtweg offenbar wiirde; es soll ja eben etwas im Sakramente,
im Innern desselben Verborgenes sein und bleiben.” M. J. Scheeben, Die Mysterien
des Christentums (Herder, 1951), p. 460.

5° Rom. 8: 29.

51 Summa Theologiae, 111, q. 62, a. 1, ad 1.
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out more clearly in the answers to the objections proposed.
The grace of the sacraments is ordained to effect a spiritual
life in us which is essentially Christian, requiring certain special
effects, in addition to the normal ordering of our actions which
is taken care of by the activity of the spiritual organism, or
the grace of the virtues and of the gifts.

We might ask ourselves just what these effects could be that
the grace of the virtues and of the gifts cannot produce. For
this is of itself sufficient to perfect the soul and its powers, to
incline them to the doing of good, and to exclude all sin which
is the cause of the defects of the soul.

In the third response St. Thomas wards off this attack. The
grace of the virtues and of the gifts introduces into the soul
habitus or forms which are directly opposed to sin and to the
vices, or the habitus inclining us to evil. By these new forms
sin and the vices are excluded, as regards our present state
and that of the future; for we are prevented from sinning by
these perfections, establishing goodness, and inclining us toward
the doing of good. This, however, does not say anything for
the sins, which are past as far as their commission is concerned,
but whose guilt (reatus) , implying an ocbligation of satisfaction,
remains; for this a special remedy is given through the sacra-
ments., The mere infusion of grace into the soul does not
necessarily imply a remission of the temporal punishment due
to sin. Grace, however, infused into the soul, by the instru-
mental causality of the sacraments, implies to some extent
satisfaction for the temporal punishment due to sin, in addition
to excluding the eternal punishment, by bringing into the
soul the presence of sanctifying grace.®

We might also take this phrase in a more limited sense, that
the sacraments give ‘a special remedy diminishing the material
element of original sin, the fomes peccati or concupiscence,
inclining us toward sin. Regardless of how we take the phrase,
however, he is not talking about any habitus that is added by
sacramental grace, as is evident both from his conception of

52 N.B. We shall see more of this role of sacramental grace later on.
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satisfaction, which we shall see later on, and from that of
the material element of a kind of natural habitus affecting our
very nature as well as our supernature as did also the habitus
of original justice.” It would then be, as we have shown above,
reither an operative habitus nor an entitative or quasi-entita-
tive habitus.

In the third response St. Thomas refutes an objection that
would multiply the number of habitual graces sanctifying the
soul. The objector states that every addition or subtraction
in forms changes the species of the form. If therefore sacra-
mental grace adds something to the grace of the virtues and
of the gifts, we would have a species of habitual grace that
would differ specifically from this grace. If such be the case,
then nothing certain can be shown from the fact that the
sacraments are said to cause grace; for we do not know what
kind of grace they would cause.

The objection proceeds from the notion of Aabitus, how it
grows and increases. Sacramental grace according to the objec-
tor, insofar as it adds something to the habitus of grace, neces-
sarily changes it specifically. The objector is not convinced
of this himself; he is merely trying to show that the thesis
proposed would lead to this. For this theory of addition implies
that sacramental grace would be a special habitus, not in the
same category as the gratia gratum faciens.

St. Thomas refutes the objection, not by denying that sacra-
mental grace is a species of grace, but by explaining how it is
a species of grace. If we keep in mind the meaning of the
phrase gratia sacramentalis as the grace which is conferred in
the sacramental action or the res sacramenti according to all
it implies, we will not have to distort the answer in any way,
especially in respect to the comparison he uses. We can accept
it simply as it is given.
 The reasoning of the major of the objector is not to be
denied. It is, as a matter of fact, St. Thomas’ very own.** But

82 Summa Theologiae, I-I1, q. 82, a. 1, c., and responses.
5¢ Ibid., q. 52, a. 2, ¢.
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the application of the major to the present problem is the
thing against which 5t. Thomas reacts. We are not treating
of the addition of one form to another; we are treating of the
extension of ome form to certain special effects which in
accordance with divine providence are not ordinarily accorded
except in and through the sacraments. In speaking of the
growth of habitus, St. Thomas tells us:

A cause increasing or augmenting a habitus always effects some-
thing new in the subject, but it does not always effect a new form.
It may give more perfect existence to a form already existing in a
subject, or it may make the subject extend itself further.’

And we might add, to the special effects necessary in the
Christian life, or the spiritual life set up for us by Christ the
Incarnate Son of God. And so St. Thomas could say, to use
a comparison, that sacramental grace is opposed to the gratia
gratum faciens as a species is to its genus. It contains in its
very essence the grace of the virtues and of the gifts, just as
humanity in its very essence contains animality. Just as
animality as found in a horse and as found in a man is not
an equivocal concept, neither is grace as found in the phrases
gratia sacramentalis and gratia virtutum et donorum. Sacra-
mental grace adds something to the concept of the grace
of the virtues and of the gifts, somewhat as man adds some-
thing to the notion of animal.

Here we see the import of the response; he is trying to show
that sacramental grace and the grace of the virtues and of the
gifts are not equivocal graces, or equivocal habitus of sanctifi-
cation. Rather, sacramental grace includes the grace of the
virtues and of the gifts and, in addition, adds something to it.
The sacramental graces insofar as they contain the grace of
the virtues and of the gifts do not differ from one another; but
they do differ specifically from one another with respect to the
quoddam divinum auxtlium that they give to attain the end
of the sacrament in question.

56 Jbid., ad 2.
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This interpretation finds its confirmation in a response which
we find in the question on the sacrament of Confirmation.
The question to be answered is whether the sacrament of Con-
firmation confers habitual grace. The objector is pictured as
denying that it does:

. . . habitual grace does not differ in regard to species, since it is
ordained to produce one effect. Two forms of the same species
cannot be in the same subject. Since therefore, habitual grace is
conferred upon a person in the reception of Baptism, it seems that
it is not conferred by the sacrament of Confirmation, which is
administered only to one who has been baptized.®®

In his response St. Thomas points out two flaws in the argu-
ment: * that the grace of Confirmation (gratia sacramentalis
Confirmationis) is not exactly the same as gratia gratum
faciens, or habitual grace;* one and the same form can be
increased in the same subject, per modum intensionis. He has
already pointed that out in treating of the notion of Aabitus and
the virtue of Charity.*®

In the response we see that the res tantum of the sacrament
of Confirmation, if considered according to all that it implies,
that is, adding something over and above the element that it
as well as all the sacraments gives, namely, habitual grace,
this res tantum of the sacrament of Confirmation is not the
same specifically as the res tantum of the sacrament of Baptism
considered in all that it implies. The grace of Confirmation
differs from that of Baptism, not insofar as we consider the
element they have in common, but in regard to the special
effect that each of them gives, thus making the res tantum of
the particular sacrament in question different from the res
tantum of another sacrament. The special element or effect
that each of the sacraments adds is a kind of specific difference,
if you will, but St. Thomas does not intend to say that this
specific difference constitutes a species in exzactly the same way
that rationality does when added to animality.

58 Ibid., II1, q. 72, a. 7, obj. 8.
57 Ibid., ad 3. 8 Ibid., 111, q. 52, a. 2; 111, q. 24, a. 5.
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In a short article on the effect of the sacraments, Fr. Unter-
leidner gives what appears to be a sufficient clarification of
the point at issue:

Sacramental grace is to common grace as species is to genus,
It contains therefore, common grace, just as the notion of man for
example, contains the form. animal, the generic form which he
shares with the beast. But it contains something more, just as the
coneept of man embraces the generic form of animal and something
more. But he does not press the comparison any further, and there-
fore restrains the proportions of the two relations, in order to avoid
making habitual grace a genus (of grace) divisible into species in
the strict sense.”®

St. Thomas uses the comparison then, but not to its fullest
possible extent. For this would give us specifically different
habitus of sanctifying grace, which is exactly the point the
objector is trying to make, and St. Thomas trying to refute.

To regard the article in this light saves the trend of the ques-
tion, and gives to sacramental physical or direct causality all
that it should have; the sacramental rite causes the res et sacra-
mentum and the principal efiect of the sacrament, the sacra-
mental grace, which includes habitual grace together with the
quoddam divinum auxilium, sanctifying the soul or let us say,
the person, in a special manner, for the role he or she plays in
the sacramental life. Thus sacramental causality and sacra-
mental symbolism, which exact that the sacraments efficiunt
seu causant quod figurant seu significant, are preserved.*

In an earlier question St. Thomas tells us that the sacraments
are signs of something sacred insofar as they sanctify men.®*
That which they confer through the res sacramenti is sanctifi-
cation. This latter is not merely habitual grace such as we
would find it abstractly considered; it is habitual grace with
a certain divine help or strength added to it. This latter

50 « 7 Fffet Immédiat des Sacrements,” Revue Augustinienne, XII (1908), 193-
194; cf. John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, IX, q. 62, disp. 24, a. 2, nos. §, 17
(Paris: Vives, 1885) .

8¢ Summa Theol., ITL, q. 62, a. 1 ad 1.

8 Ibid., q. 60, a. 2, c.
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element, too, has a sanctifying force or role, not separate from
or independent of habitual grace’s role of sanctification, but
intimately and necessarily connected with it, extending the
sanctification which the latter effects. It is this habitual grace,
precisely insofar as it sanctifies in a special manner, that St.
Thomas calls sacramental grace; the special manner of sancti-
fication is in accordance with the signification of the symbolism
of the sacramental rite.

This, then, seems to be the thought of St. Thomas on per-
fective causality and on the nature of sacramental grace,
such as that is given to us in this particular article, and both
receive from this reinforced simplification more unity and
strength. This interpretation exacts a change in the use of the
phrase gratia sacramentalis, just as the use of the phrase causa
instrumentalis in regard to the sacramentum of the sacramental
process no longer in the Summa means mere dispositional cause,
but periective cause, as a result of the conviction of St. Thomas
expressed in the tract on grace ® and in the De Veritate,®® that
grace 1s not created, insofar as it is not a subsistent entity.®*

Without hesitation, then, we can say that the reasou for
the change in speaking of sacramental grace came not so
much from a clarification of the final causality of the various
sacraments, as from a more simplified view of the efficient
causality of the sacramental action. As a consequence of this
simplification and unification of the teaching of St. Thomas,
we no longer need have recourse to the distinction which we
noted above in the Sentences and in the De Veritate in explain-
ing the relation between sacramental grace and sanctifying
grace. The term gratia sacramentalis should no longer be
applied to that special effect which acts as a disposition for
the res sacraments, in genere causae materialis, or as the special
effect flowing from the grace of the virtues and of the gifts,
wn genere causae formalis.

2 Ibid., q. 110, a. 2, ad 3.
% Ibid., q. 27, a. 3, ad 9; a. 4, ad 15.
“Ct.ebid., 1, q. 45, a. 4, .
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Above all we should not consider sacramental grace and
sanctifying grace as “ physically the same grace which is at
the same time, and according to different modes, sacramental
and sanctifying.” % For if we are going to consider sacramental
grace as a modality of sanctifying grace, or as the res tantum
of the sacrament, then we should not say that sacramental
grace is a ““ preparation for sanctifying grace under one aspect,
and an emanation from it under another aspect.” ® This would
be to use the term sacramental grace in two different senses,
that is to say, both for the special effect, which can be con-
sidered under one of two aspects, and for the modality of
sanctifying grace which is nothing else than the principal effect
of the sacramental action, or the res tantum. Or we might say
that we should not use the same term to indicate a disposition
for a form, and the form, and consider them as being ounly
modally different. To say the least, this is quite confusing.
That which is modally different is the one form considered with
or without the special effect received through the sacramental

action.
* * * *

In conclusion, then, from what we have seen sacramental
grace is in the strict sense of the word a habitus; it is not,
however, the habitus which some theologians have tried to
make it; for it is not a habitus on the order of those of the
virtues and of the gifts. Nor is it anything that flows from
the habitus of sanctifying grace such as do the virtues and the
gifts. Nor is it for St. Thomas a special vigor which is added.
All of these notions come from taking sacramental grace in the
strict sense of the word, or as the special effect. Sacramental
grace is nothing but the habitus of sanctifying grace modified in
accordance with the particular exigencies of the various phases
of the spiritual or Christian life.

It is from the failure to distinguish between sacramental

S5 E. Hugon, OP., “Correspondance sur °L’effet immédiat des sacrements’”
Revue Augustinienne, loc. cit., p. 344.

%6 Ibid.
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grace in the strict semse, or the special effect or vigor and
sacramental grace in the broad sense, or sanctifying grace as
modified in accordance with the ends of the sacraments—
it is from this failure that most of the difficulties in this question
have arisen. If we call it the modification of sanctifying grace,
then we should not call it the special effect, or the special vigor;
in the one case it is a habitus, and in the other it is not. Sacra-
mental grace for St. Thomas is a habitus, on the same order
as habitual grace; or more correctly, it is habitual grace, or the
grace of the virtues and of the gifts, now modified with a certain
divine help making it attain the special ends of the sacrament.

Those theologians who identify sacramental grace with the
special vigor, or with the special effect, are not wrong, but
they should not quote this article from St. Thomas to support
their stand. For the term gratia sacramentalis is not used in
this sense in the Summa.*

Caarugs A. Scairck, C.S. C.
Holy Cross College,
Washington, D. C.

(to be continued)

7 Fr. Hugon, in his response to Fr. Unterleidner, acknowledges this, that sacra-
mental grace and sanctifying grace are one and the same physical entity, and that
if we consider physical causality as being only perfective, and drop the idea of
dispositional physical causality, then we should also simplify our conception of
sacramental grace to that which we have given above. This can and should be done,
and is, no doubt, the mind of Aquinas. He was “ merely trying to conciliate the
texts of the Sentences with those of the Summa.” Cf. art. cit., p. 345.



CAN QUALITIES BE MEASURED?

[ ]

~, EVELOPMENT in modern experimental science began
at the moment when qualities were measured; and the
basic factor of progress in such science has been
advancement in measuring qualities.

It is impossible in our day to think of experimental science
except in terms of measuring heat, light, weight, voltage,
valence, radiation, emotion, sensation, intelligence, behavior,
and other like entities. While science has preserved much of
its ancient naturalistic and qualitative character, it has
advanced, nevertheless, by increasing measurement and quanti-
tative treatment of the beings which in other times were quali-
tatively analyzed and described. Such measurement has
produced undeniable results; and theories which have their
foundation in measurements have been successful in predicting
future phenomena. This indicates that the process of measuring
qualities is valid.

For the philosopher of science, therefore, questions are bound
to be raised which are the theoretical foundation of measuring
qualities: Are such qualities truly measurable? If they are so,
why? Are there any limitations to the measurability of quali-
ties? Finally, how does one measure them?

These are fundamental questions. For, if 1t is true that
qualities cannot truly be measured, then the scientist is engaged
in an illusory enterprise. And further, if there are limitations
which accompany measurability in qualities, then these restric-
tions will necessarily condition the truth, the meaning and the
accuracy of the measurements; and make it necessary to
modify, restrict, and interpret the use of data obtained under
such limitations.

Adequate solutions to these problems of measurability in
qualities may be reached by an application of several principles
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of the philosophy of nature of Aristotle and St. Thomas
Aquinas. Concerned with such application this study first con-
siders the act of measurement and those properties which it
requires in the object to be measured. It establishes that these
properties are present in qualities—but with limitations; and
concludes that under these restrictions, qualities are measur-
able. Finally it treats the problem of direct and indirect
measurement of qualities.

I. On MEASURABILITY 1IN GENERAL

1. The Nature of Measure and M easurability

Measure, says Aristotle, is that by which quantity is known.
This is the fundamental and truest meaning of the word
measure. It includes a “ means of knowing ” and ““ quantity.”
Measure is the determination and estimation of quantity. “. ..
Measure is found first of all in numbers, secondly in magni-
tudes.”* It is properly spoken of in quantities, says St.
Thomas, for measure is that by which the quantity of a thing
is made known.?

The use of the term measure is extended by analogy from
its basic meaning, however, to include any norm which may be
applied in any genus: “ Measure is found first of all in numbers,
secondly in magnitudes, and in a certain other way in all other
genera, as it appears in IX Metaph.”* Measure may reach
beyond the quantitative aspect—thus any object 1s judged
to be a more or less true species of a class, according as it
approaches or recedes from the ideal of the class. It is said
thus to be measured by the ideal. This is true of whiteness,
intelligence, courage, and societies. Men “ measure up” to
the standard and are judged as true members of a class, or they
do not. Measure is found even in the genus of substances

* Meta. X, 1, 1052 b 20.
2 De Virtut. Card., a. 3.
3] Sent., d. 8, q. 4, a. 2, ad 3.
* De Virtut. Card., a. 3.
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where the measure of all other beings in the genus is that
substance which has being most perfectly and most simply—
who is God.®

Fundamentally, however, measure is said of quantities; that
by which the quantity of a thing is made known.

The act of measuring is defined in its most general meaning
as the act of the intellect applying certain principles to the
examination of objects proposed at hand—* to judge or measure
is an act of the intellect, applying certain principles to examine
propositions.” ¢ Joining the fundamental quantitative notion
of measure 1o this act of the act of measure, the definition of
measure becomes; the act of the intellect applying certain
and determined quantitative elements to proposed quantified
objects for the purpose of determining their quantity.

From this fundamental and commonly agreed definition of
measurement it is possible to gain insights into the first prob-
lem of this essay: the notion of measurability, or the properties
required or postulated by the object in order that it be
measured.

The first property, the root of all others is that it be a quantity.
This is a capital point and hence the definition of quantity, its
properties, its species, its causes and eflects, its analogous
extension to qualitative realms and particularly to the psychical,
will be given a more detailed treatment in this study.

2. The Notion and Properties of Quantity

Measurability is quantity. Whatever is quantitative is by
definition measurable: wherever there is an aspect of quantity
there is an aspect of measurability. But if the quantity is only
metaphorical, so also will be the measure, really no measure
at all. If the quantity is said under restrictions, so also will
there be restrictions on the measure. If the quantity is ana-
logous, measurability and measure are analogous also.

But what is quantity? Which things are quantified? Are
qualities, love, intellectual things? Are these measurable?

5 I Sent., ibid. ¢ Summa Theol. I, q. 79, a. 9, ad 4.
3
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Quantity is a form possessed or radicated in bodies by which
they have all the various and multiple effects and properties
by which we identify them as quanta or quantified objects.
Because quantity is one of the most simple and fundamental
notions, one of the ten most general classes of being, one can
define it only by reference to these effects and properties known
to us, rather than through a genus or class in which it can be
placed.”

Quantity first of all is a property of physical bodies, those
composed of matter and form, natural bodies. Quantity,
properly speaking, is physical and material. Tt is the first
accidental determination of these bodies, and it is characteristic
of bodies because it arises from the fact that all bodies are
material. Without matter there is no quantity.®

Defining it through the effects and properties it possesses
in matter, i. e., through the peculiar determinations and charac-
teristics it gives to matter and bodies, we may say that it is an
accident adhering in a physical body which makes it divisible.

That divisibility is the exact and first property or effect
which quantity gives to a body is disputed by many Thomistic
philosophers. All agree, however, on several properties which
are the effects of quantity and of nothing else. The precise
problem is to determine which of these is the first property
and which is the order in which they proceed from one another.
Among these many formal effects of quantity are the following:
divisibility, extension of parts in body, actual extension in
place, impenetrability, and measurability.® Another is the
property of possessing integral and homogeneous parts. The
precise problem of which of these is first will not interest this
paper. Each of the effects comes to a body from quantity, and
suffices to establish a clear idea of its nature. We can therefore
define quantity in terms of each of them. Quantity is that
form which gives a body integral parts, or which gives it an

7 A. Pirotta, 0. P., Summa Philosophiae (Turin: Marietti, 1936), II, 121
8 Summa Theol. 1L, q. 77, a. 2.
® Pirotta, op. cit., p. 122.
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order of parts in the whole body; or quantity is that form which
makes a body divisible.

On one property we may be more specific. Measurability
is not the first of the formal effects of quantity. It is rather
one of the latter. For it is only after a body is constituted
with parts, in space and impenetrable, that we are able to
relate 1t to something extrinsic to the body, which is to
measure it.

Because the notion of quantity is so fundamental, Aristotle
does not define it in his treatment, but chooses rather to begin
his tract by naming the various species of quantity: discrete
and continuous quantity. Continuous quantity is that quantity
in which the parts are joined by a common term; and discrete
is that in which the parts are not so joined. Continuous
guantity is called magnitude, and it is measured. Discrete
quantity is multitude and its property is to be numbered. The
first instance of discrete quantity is number, a multitude to
which has been added the relation of measure, a multitude
measured by unity. Instances of continuous quantity are lines,
surfaces, solids, time, and place.*®

Once the quantity of a body is established absolutely: i.e.,
to be so great or of such a number, it receives quantitative
determinations relative to other quantities or to some norm.
Thus its extension is divided into length, if it is the greater
linear dimension, a determination which comes to it from a
relation to the other dimensions, or breadth if it is the shorter
dimension, or depth if it is a perpendicular dimension. Relative
to another quantity it may be more or less. Relative also to the
normal, natural, or perfect quantity for the body, the quantity
it now possesses may be termed great or small. It is great when
it approaches the perfect, small when it does not. What is
great for a man is small for an elephant. In the same way it
may be prolonged or brief, wide or narrow, deep or high. In
discrete quantity it may be many or few.**

0 Oateg. 6, 4 b 20-5a14.
% Pirotta, op. cit., p. 136.
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These names or determinations of quantity are relative. They
are called the modes of quantity. They are not species or
instances of quantity, nor are they effects or properties brought
to a body by quantity. They are determinations in the quanti-
fied object which depend upon its being quantified and arise
irom a real relation of the quantified object to another quantum
or to a quantified norm extrinsic to it. Notable among them
are great and small, determinations of quantity which come
to il relative to what is normal, natural, or perfect for the
body. Seven feet is great for a man, small for a giraffe. Five
feet 1s small in a man, but great in a monkey.

Aristotle takes up the quantum and the measurable in X
Metaphysics ** in a text in which he makes a list of measurables
which parallels that of the species of quanta listed in Categories
6 *~—with a notable addition, however.

The first measurable is discrete quantity or multitude; “ All
quantity qua quantity is known by the one, and that by which
guantities are primarily known is the one itself.” ** This *“ one
itself ” is unity, the principle of number, which is the measure
of multitude. He extends the notion of guantum, however:
“In other classes, too,  measure’ means that by which each
is first known, and the measure of each is a unity—in length,
in breadth, in depth, in weight, in speed.” ** Thus he extends
the class of measurable objects to the three dimensions of
continuous quantity. These, too, are measurable by a unity.
This listing 1s similar to that of quanta in Categories 6.

To these he adds weight and speed; and then qualifies this
statement by making a significant distinction on these two
last quanta. “ The words © weight * and © speed * are common to
both contraries, for each of them has two meanings—° weight ’
means both that which has any amount of gravity and that
which has an excess of gravity, and ° speed’ both that which

2 Meta. X, 1, 1052 b 20-b 27.
% Categ. 6, 4b 20-5a 14.

4 Meta. X, 1, 1052 b 22.

28 fbid., 1052 b 24.



CAN QUALITIES BE MEASURED? 37

has any amount of movement and that which has an excess
of movement; for even the slow has a certain speed and the
comparatively light a certain weight.” ¢

Aristotle adds this clarification to indicate that speed and
weight as ‘ that which has any amount of gravity > and ‘ that
which has any amount of movement ’* are qualities, not quanti-
ties; and hence are not measurable; while, on the other hand,
weight as ‘that which has an excess of gravity’ and speed
as “ that which has an excess of movement ’ are in a certain way
quanta and measurable.

The distinction is one between quantity and quality; and
indicates at least the fact that quality, although it is not
quantity, is in a certain way nevertheless measurable. This 1s
clear because he classes two qualities among the measurables.
In summing up his treatment of measurables he makes a similar
reference to qualities, but in this instance more explicitly:
“ Evidently, then, unity in the strictest sense, if we define it
according to the meaning of the word, is a measure, and most
properly of quantity, and secondly of quality.” ** Clearly, how-
ever, qualities are not measurable except in virtue of some
relation to quantity for the quantum and the measurable are
by definition convertible.

In general, then, the measurable is the quantum. To be
measurable an object must be quantified; and the properties
of the measurable object will be those properties and effects
of quantity: divisibility, having homogeneous parts, impene-
trability, extension in the quantum, and so forth.

3. A Thomast Critique of a Modern Theory of Measurability

Modern statements of the requirements of measurability
accord with the teaching of Aristotle and St. Thomas. Accord-
ing to Spaier, for example,’®* measurement postulates: 1) the
homogeneity of the object; 2) its divisibility as indicated by

18 Ibid., 1053 b 27.
M Ibid., 1063 b 5.
18 A. Spaier, La Penseé et la Quantité (Paris, 1927), p. 322.
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the units of the graduated instrument; 3) the permanence or
fixity of the measurable species; 4) the invariance of dimen-
sions; 5) the continuity of the object; 6) its spatial objectivity.

Of these six, three are reducible to the effects of quantity as
taught by Thomists. Others relate rather to the optimum con-
ditions for measurement. Reducible to quantity are: homo-
geneity, divisibility, and continuity of the object. Belonging
to the optimum conditions for measurement are;: the perma-
nence or fixity of the measurable species, the invariance of
dimensions, and the spatial objectivity of the object.

Homogeneity, understood as specific or substantial home-
geneity, is required by measurement; and according to the
Thomists is an effect of quantity.”® Homogeneity understood
as including accidental homogeneity is not required. Ten
“ animals ” can be counted and a many-colored surface can
be measured. Quantity causes this specific homogeneity. It is
the first accident inhering in a subject, and thus it measures
substance immediately,® other accidental determinations fol-
lowing it in the substance, as color, qualities, relations etc. The
parts of a quantum are simpliciter homogeneous, that is of the
same species.” A head and a foot, both “man” and “ this
man,” are specifically homogenous, although heterogeneous in
their accidental organization, function, place, ete.

Divisibility is proper to quantity. It is one of the formal
effects of quantity, and part of its definition. It is the funda-
mental reason why we are able to number units in a continuum,
as Spaier remarks.”* It is by means of divisibility that we are
able to obtain an absolute value for a quantity.

Continuity is a property of one species of quantity; and
hence in measuring bodies it is required. But the other species
of quantity, discrete, 1.e., multitude, is measurable as well.
This is by definition non-continuous. The molecules in a

*® Pirotta, op. cit., pp. 122-124.

20 Symma Theol., I, q. 28, a. 2, corp,; 1L, q. 77, a. 2.
1 Pirotta, op. cit., p. 122.

22 Spaier, op. cit., p. 322.
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volume of gas are not continucus, nor are the emissions from
a radioactive substance, yet they can be measured.

In order to establish a functional relationship between two
quantities, continuity must be established, it is true. Often,
however, this is an assumed continuity, assumed for the pur-
poses of the function, when in fact it is known that one variable
is discontinuous. “In dealing with a discrete medium of
particles, we may, provided each element of volume contains
a large number of corpuscles, regard the medium as continuous
for purposes of mathematical analysis.” 2

Of the conditions which belong to the optimum conditions
of measurement there are the permanence and fixity of the
measurable species and the invariance of dimensions. This
permanence or fixity may be considered as specific or substan-
tial, namely that the object remains the same sort of thing;
and this is homogeneity in time; and is required by measure-
ment. Or it can mean a permanence in accidental character-
istics, This is part of the ideal measuring condition and 1is
never in fact achieved. Invariance of dimensions is a species
of this accidental permanence, and is in fact only approximated.

St. Thomas sees in this impermanence of dimensions and
other accidental characteristics an application of a philosophical
principle, namely that in changeable things, as physical and
corporeal realities, there can be nothing completely and immu-
tably permanent.”* He applies the principle in a second way
when he writes: “ Nor ought it to be that every measure be
completely infallible and certain, but according as it is possible
in its genus.” ?* The best that one can hope for in measurement
1s that the dimensions will be invariable as the conditions allow.
Perfect invariance is impossible.

The laboratory confirmation of this principle is found in the
fact that no measure is perfect. All measures in physical science

23y, E. Smith, Philosophical Frontiers of Physics (Washington: Catholic Uni-
versity, 1947), p. 85.

22 Summa Theol. I-I1, q. 97, a. 1, ad 2.

25 Ibid., I-I1, q. 91, 2. 8, arg. 8 et ad 3.
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are only approximate.”® This imperfection in measurement
is caused in part by the instrument, which can never be perfect
and limits the accuracy of the measure by its own degree of
perfection, in part by the observer, who is changeable, and in
part by the act of cbserving which modifies the object being
observed. In the measure of mutable beings by mutable beings,
using mutable instruments, the best will be an approximation,
St. Thomas would say.

The last of the qualities of the measurable listed by Spaier
is that the object possess spatial objectivity. This spatial
quality is inseparable from continuous objects since all con-
tinuous quantities are found in bodies, which are spatial.
Measurement of discrete quanta in physical measurement is
ultimately the measurement of bodies as well. In this sense
spatial objectivity is a function of guantity.

This desideratum of spatial objectivity is often understood,
on the other hand, to mean that all measurements must reduce
themselves to spatial measurements, that is, upon a spatial
scale, a measuring of the spatial displacement of an indicator
or index from a points In this sense spatial objectivity is part
of the optimum measuring condition, “ All instruments,” says
Smith, “involve the registering of results by geometrical
means.” ¥ That is the ideal.

The fundamental reason for this reduction of all measure-
ments to spatial terms, as the spatial coincidence of a point
upon a scale, is that these spatial elements are the funda-
mental species of quantity. Titchener notes a psychological
reason as well. Linear magnitudes are the prototypes of all
measurements and all others are reduced to that. The reason
is that spatial magnitudes and dimensions are easy for us to
handle and we are practised in these and not in weights and
brightnesses.?® This spatial objectivity is only ideal and not
necessary because we could measure weights by comparison

% Smith, op. cit., pp. 84-37.
27 Ibid., p. 22.
28 E. B. Titchener, Experimental Psychology, T1 i (Stud. Quant.) 1903, xx,
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with a series of standard weights instead of using a standard
spring and pointer or the linear displacement of a pointer in a
scale balance. Spatial objectivity is not required for measure-
ment, although it provides the best and psychologically most
convenient and most accurate way to measure.

In sum, then, for Thomists, following Aristotle and St.
Thomas, measurability is a function of quantity. Where there
is an element of quantity, there also will there be measurability.
Quantity is the cause of many formal effects in a body; and
brings to it also certain relative determinations, as to be great
or small. Finally, Aristotle extended the notion of measure to
qualities indicating that certain qualities as weight and speed
were measurable under the aspect of being an * excess.”
Modern theories of measurability concur with this teaching
of the scholastics.

II. Tue Unit or MEASURE

Among the total requirements for measurements, other con-
ditions must be met besides those demanded in the measure-
able object. Required is the principle of the measurement, the
norm, or unit. And needed also is the act of measure, or the
application of the norm or unit to the quantified object to
determine its quantity.

The norm or unit, the “ measure ” must be homogeneous
with the measured object, be an indivisible in the genus of the
measured object; and must be more simple than the quantum;
although it need not be the cause.

Homogeneity of measure and measured is necessary in order
that the measure be not useless, for the purpose of measurement
is to know a class of things by means of one: all lines by one
unit length, the hotness of all hot bodies by the unit of heat,
and so forth. The measure must be in the genus of the
measured in order to give us knowledge of it.*°

The measure must be the indivisible in the genus of the

(3

2° Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 96, a. 1, ad 1.
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measured. It is this either by natural choice or by our own
decision. It need not be the absolute indivisible, but that
which seems indivisible to sense. Thus Aristotle says: ... the
first thing from which, as far as our perception goes, nothing
can be subtracted, all men make the measure, whether of
liquids or of solids or of size; and they think they know the
quantity when they know it by means of this measure.” *°
And St. Thomas remarks that the measure may be absolute
or according to our choice; ““the measure is the minimum in
the genus of quantity, either absolutely (simpliciter) as in
number which is measured by unity, or according to our choice
of it as in continuous quantity, . . . and thus we use the palm
of our hand to measure cloth or the furlong as the measure
of a road.” **

This measure may be the indivisible we choose to measure
an absolute quantity, the foot or inch; or it may be the indi-
visible we use in a relative measure: thus the normal or perfect
quantity for a man is the measure by which we measure this
man to determine if he is “ large,” or “ small.” In all cases
it is an indivisible, or is considered so.

The measure or unit may be intrinsic to the quantity or
extrinsic to it. “ A body is measured,” says St. Thomas, “ by
an intrinsic measure as a line or a surface or a depth; or by an
extrinsic measure . . . as a piece of cloth is measured by one’s
forearm.”

III. Tee Acr or MEeasuriNg

The third part of measurement is the act of measuring, the
formal constituent of measurement. This is the act of the
intellect applying the measure or norm to the quantified object
in order to determine its quantity.

The act of measuring is essentially an act of the intellect,
a judgment. It is made up of two formalities, the act of judging

30 Meta. X, 1, 1053 a 5.
317 Sent., d. 8, q. 4, a. 2, ad 8.
3% De Veritate, q. 1, a. 6.
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and the act of computation of the quantity. Because the act
of measurement is an act of the intellect it requires those factors
necessary to every intellectual judgment. The two terms of
the judgment must be known, and they must be known or
seen together in some way.

The essential act of measure is the judgment which falls
on the two entities to be compared: the measurable object
and the norm or unit which is applied to it. The first quanti-
tative judgment is “equal” or “unequal,” or “more” or
“less.” This i1s a measurement. It is a comparison with a
determination of guantity: the object is greater than or less
than the norm. This act of judging equal or unequal is the
basic act of measurement in the physical sciences, especially
in the measurement of quality intensities, as will appear in
later pages. And in fact, in many measurements it is impossible
to determine quantity more absolutely than that. The second
formality is the determination of the absolute quantity of
the quantum: fifty cubic feet. This is the perfection of measure-
ment, is found in the measurement of only certain quantities,
and is not always realizable.

A contemporary definition of measure, that of Nagle * notes
this intrinsic limitation in some measurements; “ Measurement
is the process of correlating numbers with things that are not
numbered.” It consists first in the assignment of suitable
units to material quantified phenomena, and secondly in the
computation, by proper mathematical operation on these units,
of related magnitudes.® This definition does not include the
notion of determining absolute quantities, but speaks rather
of correlating numbers with things not numbered. This allows
for the correlation of ascending intensities of a quality, bright-
ness or hardness, for example, without the necessity of making
a computation or estimation of the absolute amount of the
hardness. Brightnesses are observed and arranged in an

8¢ E. Nagle, On the Logic of Measurement (New York, 1930), p. 37, cited by
Smith, op. cit., p. 22.
3 Smith, op. cit., p. 22.
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ascending series: B., B, B:. Hardnesses are arranged serially
as one substance is able to scratch another. The judgment in
this measurement is “ more or less.” To this series of ascend-
ing brightnesses or hardnesses we correlate an ascending series
of numbers: 1,2, 8, 4 ... etc., or even 10, 20, 30 . . . etc. The
number chosen for each intensity is not a measure of its abso-
lute brightness or hardness, but indicates only that this inten-
sity is greater than that correlated with a lower number. This
is a true measure, and in fact represents the process which
takes place in many measurements in physical and psycho-
logical science.®®

Measurement is divided into direct and indirect. Direct
measurement is that in which the measure or unit is homogene-
ous with the object and is applied to it in such a way that
the judgment can be made immediately. Indirect measurement
is verified when the unit or immediate norm is not homogeneous
with the object, e.g., in reading weight from a linear scale,
or in the case when the unit although homogenecus cannot
be applied to the quantum except through some intermediary.
Kiilpe distinguishes measurement into direct, which formulates
a process in terms of conventional units of the same kind, and
indirect, which gives a quantitative expression to a quantum or
measured object by noting its functional relation to some
directly measurable process* The hotness of mercury is
measured by the linear extension of the column of mercury,
because this expansion is always in constant functional rela-
tion with the temperature. The linear displacement of the top
of the column gives us a value for hotness in terms of distance.

At first sight indirect measurement seems to contradiet the
Aristotelian dictum that the unit and the quantum must be
homogenecus, because e. g., in measuring heat by linear exten-
sion, they seem to be heterogeneous. John of St. Thomas noted
this difficulty and wrote; “ When we say that the unit must

8 M. R. Cohen, and E. Nagle, An Introduction to Logic and Scientific Method
(New York: Harcourt Brace, 1934), pp. 293-296.
28 0. Kiilpe, Outlines of Psychology (1909), p. 45.
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be homogeneous with the object measured, this can be under-
stood either as proportionately or by likeness. Those things
which share in one genus and are contained under it are said
to be homogeneous according to likeness . . . That which receives
a certain form and is determined by it is said to be of that
other’s genus by proportion because it is proportioned by that
which it receives and is reduced to its genus as by a principle
quo. This reduction is not formal, but by participation.” *
This is the functional reduction of one quantum to another
about which Kiilpe wrote.®®

Thus mercury has one form: heat. This heat intensity is
the object to be measured. An increase in the intensity of the
heat causes the volume of the mercury to increase, or in a tube,
the length of the column of mercury. The heat of the mercury
is informed or determined by the linear expansion which it
receives, because the heat is prior to the length. This expan-
sion is a principle quo of knowing the heat, and reduces the
heat to the genus of length or extension; not formally because
there is no change of nature, but by participation or propor-
tion. The unit applied, the linear gradation on the thermometer
scale, is homogeneous with the linear extension of the mercury,
and by proportion, with the heat in the mercury. The func-
tional relationship which is sought between the directly observ-
able quantum and the remote object in the case of indirect
measurement is found in three classes of relations. The direct
measure may be something prior in nature te the remote
quantum, as its cause, and thus one measures light intensity
by the amount of voltage at the lamp filament; or it may be
something concomitant with it as a biological process in a
psychological function; or it may be something that follows,
its effects, as radiation follows heat intensity. Through func-
tions based on these three relations a value for a remote
quantum in terms of a directly observable one may be obtained.

37 Joannes a S. Thoma, Cursus Philosophicus (ed. Reiser; Turin: Marietti, 1930),
I¥, 382, a 20-22.
8 Kiilpe, op. cit., p. 45.
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This suffices for measure and measurability. The task that
remains is to continue investigation into the nature of the
measurable quantity, making explicit the direction Aristotle
gave the notion of the measurable when he added speed and
weight to the list of measurables in X Metaphysics.® It will
then be the time to judge if sensation does or does not fit the
requirements demanded for the measurable.

IV. Toer MEaSURABILITY oF QUALITIES

1. The raTiO QUANTITATIS it Intense Qualities

The quantum 1is the measurable. And hence there has never
been any doubt that lines, surfaces, and volumes, as well as
a multitude, were measurable. These were quantities in the
strictest and most proper sense of that word.

The concept of quantity, however, from the time of Aristotle,
has expanded itself beyond the realm of its strict and proper
application: as accident of a physical body. It has been applied
to qualities as well, so that among the measurables we count not
only the primitive species of quantity but qualities of all
species, not however without some distinction.

As we have seen, Aristotle himself makes this extension. In
the list of measurables he makes in X Metaphysics, to the list
of strict quanta, lines and surfaces, he adds two: speed and
weight. To clarify this addition he states: “ The words
¢ weight > and ‘ speed * are common to both contraries, for each
of them has two meanings— weight > means both that which
has any amount of gravity, and that which has an excess of
gravity, and ° speed ’ means both that which has any amount
of movement, and that which has an excess of movement; for
even the slow has a certain speed, and the comparatively light
a certain weight.” *°

The difficulty in including speed and weight as quanta is
that in one sense they are qualities and not quantities. And
yet they are measurable as experience shows. St. Thomas,

# Meta. X, 1, 1052 b 22-b 30. 4 foid.. b 27-30.
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commenting on this distinction of Aristotle, shows the reason
for the difficulty and the solution which Aristotle gives:

There is no doubt that dimensions are quantities and that
properly and first (primo) it belongs to them to be measured.
But there could be a doubt about speed and velocity because they
seem to be more qualities than guantities.

And therefore he states how they pertain to quantity and how
they can be measured, saying that speed and weight are common
to both contraries, for in one of the contraries you can find the
other; thus the heavy is in a certain way light, and vice versa; and
the fast is in a certain way slow. There is a twofold consideration
of each of these. Heavy is said in one way absolutely, namely, of
that which has an inclination to the center, without considering
how much 1t has of such inclination; and in this sense it does not
belong to the genus of quantity, nor can it be measured. In another
sense heavy is said in comparison with another heavy thing: that it
exceeds another in this aforesaid inclination, as when we say that
earth is heavy with respect to water, and lead in respect of wood;
and therefore by reason of this excess there is as an aspect (ratio)
of quantity and measure. In a similar way, speed is said in a two-
fold way. . .. In one way it has an aspect of quantity and measure;
and in the other not.**

Here then the quantity of qualities is stated under a distine-
tion. Qualities considered absolutely or simpliciter have no
element of quantity; but considered in comparison with another
quality, relatively, they have an element (ratio) of quantity
and of measure.

St. Thomas accepts this extension of quantity to qualities in
other places, particularly in the Summa. He states in one text
the general conclusion: “ Quantity imports the element (ratio)
of measure, which is found first of all in numbers, secondly in
magnitudes, and in a certain way in all other genera.”** He
makes this more specific:

Quantity is twofold. There is quantity of bulk or dimensive
quantity, which is found only in corporal things. . . There is also
quantity of power (quantitas virtutis) which is measured according
to the perfection of some nature or form: to this sort of quantity

*1 X Metaphys., lect. 2, nn. 1941-1942. *? De Virtut. Card., a. 8.
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we allude when we speak of something as being more, or less hot,
for as much as it is more or less perfect in heat.*®

According to scholastic philosophers, then, quantity, though
primarily said of spatial and divisible bodies, is said in a certain
way of qualities as well. But this attribution of quantity to
quality comes to qualities not as they are understood abso-
lutely, but as they are understood relatively. This quantity
is called the quantity of virtue, the quantity of power, or the
quantity of perfection.

But what is the justification for this transfer of quantitative
notions to qualities? Does one speak truly of quantities in
such beings as virtues, hotness, sin, or sensation? This is the
next problem.

St. Thomas begins his defense of virtual quantity by placing
the general conditions for the transfer of quantitative names:

Increase, like other things pertaining to quantity, is transferred
from bodily quantities to intellectual and spiritual things on account
of the natural connection of the intellect with corporal things, which
come under the imagination.**

In the Disputed Question: On the Virtues in Common, he
applies this principle to the problem of increase:

For it is to be noted that since nmames are signs of ideas, as it is
said In [ Perther., as we know the less known from the more known
so we name the less known from the more known. And hence it is
that because local motion is the best known of all motions, the
name of distance is derived from contrariety of place to all con-
traries between which there can be motion: as the Philosopher
says in X Metap. And likewise because the motion of substance
according to quantity is more evident to sense than motion
according to alteration, the names proper to motion according to
quantity are derived to alteration. Just as’'a body which moves to
a perfect quantity is said to increase, and the perfect quantity is
called great with respect to the imperfect, so that which moves
from imperfect quality to perfect is said to increase according to

** Summa Theol., I, q. 42, a. 1, ad 1. Cf. also: L1, q. 52, a. 1; II-IT, q. 24, a. 4,
ad 1; a. 5, ad 2; I Contra Gentes, c. 43; De Verit., q. 29, a. 8.
¢ Ibid. 1-11, q. 52, a. 1.
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quality, and the perfect quality is called great with respect to the
imperfect.*®

This is the teaching in the Summa:

Now in corporal quantities a thing is said to be great according
as it reaches the perfection of quantity due to it: wherefore a certain
quantity is reputed great in a man which is not reputed great in
an elephant. And so also in forms we say a thing is great because
it is perfect. And since good has the nature of perfection, therefore
“in things which are great, but not in bulk, to be greater is the
same as to be better’ as Augustine says (De Trin. v. 8) .2°

The teaching of St. Thomas is incorporated in the context
of a problem of change or increase of quality because 1t is his
intention to manifest the possibility of the increase of virtue.
The principles of his argument, valid for the more general
problem of the quantity of quality, may be set forth here. On
the one hand, there is the more known—the experience of
quantity. We know that one substance is greater than another
—that it has a greater quantity and we are able to compare
the two stating that S; is more or less great or small than
Sz, a judgment we obtain immediately upon knowing the two
substances. This is a judgment on their quantity. In addition,
we are able to compare the quantity of S, with a norm, e. g,
what is normal, natural, or perfect for the species of the sub-
stance; and on the basis of this comparison, state that S; is
great or small, as seven feet is great for a man, where the norm
is six feet, and small for a giraffe, where the norm is fifteen.
These names, more or less, greater and smaller, are names
which are used in quantitative comparisons.

In qualities, the lesser known, we have a similar experience,
no less fundamental and immediate than in quantities. Thus we
observe two qualities, whitenesses, or intelligences, or bright-
nesses; and within the same species we are able to make an
immediate judgment that W, is whiter than W., or I, is a
greater intelligence than I. and so forth. This fact Aristotle

45 De Virtut. in Comm., a. 11,
48 Summa Theol., 1-1L, q. 52, a. 1.
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made a property of quality: “ Whiteness is predicated of one
thing in greater or less degree than of another. This is also
the case with reference to justice. Moreover, one and the same
thing may exhibit a quality in greater or lesser degree than it did
before, if a thing is white it may become whiter.*” In a similar
way, we are able to compare any whiteness, W, with the
normal whiteness for this body, or compare any intelligence
I: with the normal intelligence for this species, and judge that
the case present is a high or great whiteness, or that it is a
great intelligence. I, shows, we might judge, great intelligence
for a chimpanzee, but small intelligence for a man.

But, because, as St. Thomas notes, our experience with
quantity is more known due to “the natural connection of
the intellect with corporal things, which come under the
imagination ”** we transfer the terminology of quantities,
“ great ” and “ small,” “ more ” and “ less,” to qualities, whose
properties are less evident to sense, and so speak of “ great”
intelligence or “ more ” white,

But the properties of qualities to which we give the quanti-
tative names are intrinsic to qualities, are real, and are evident.
“Tt is proper to quality to receive more and less.”* 'The
experience of perfect and imperfect relative to a norm is one
which is fundamental and immediate. To this experience we
apply the names “more,” “less,” “ great,” and *small.” It
is to this property of receiving more and less that is the founda-
tion for the quantity of perfection or quantity of virtue, the
names given by St. Thomas to qualities as they possess the
relative properties common to quantity and quality.

Although qualities do not possess the absolute properties
of quantity, since absolutely they are of a different genus:
“ heavy is said in one sense absolutely . . . and in this sense it
does not belong to the genus of quantity, nor can it be

39 €¢

%7 Categ. 8, 10 b 25-b 28.

48 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 52, a. 1.

° Pirotta, op. cit., I, 223. Cf. also other scholastic authors in the tract on the
praedicament of quality, e.g., J. Gredt, Elementa Philosophiae Aristotelico-
Thomisticae (8th ed., Barcelona: Herder, 1946), I, 153, n. 189.
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measured.” But qualities do possess the relative properties
of quantity—some of the modes of quantity—to be more or
less than another, or to be great with reference to a norm:
“in another sense heavy is said in comparison with another
heavy thing: that it exceeds another . . . and therefore by reason
of this excess, there is an element (ratio) of quantity.”

These same distinctions may be applied to measure; that
by which the quantity of a thing is made known.

2. Intense Qualities are Measurable

Measure of quantity is twofold. It may be 1) relative, as
when we compare the quantum to be measured with another
quantum of the same species, and judge that it is greater or
less than the measure; or if the measure be a standard, that
is, what is natural or perfect, we may judge that the measured
quantum is “ great” or “small.” This is the first and basic
measure, and common to all measures of quantity. Or it may
be 2) absolute, when we compare the quantum to be measured
with a unit, the most simple element of the genus, in order to
determine its absolute quantity, e.g., two inches in length.
This 1s the perfection of quantitative measure.

In qualities there is parallel measure. There is relative by
which we compare one quality to be measured with another
quality of the same species and judge that it is more or less
than the other, more white, or less; or we compare the given
quality with a norm or standard, the perfect or natural, and
judge that it is “ great ” or “ small ” for the subject in which
it is an accident. Thus the same measured intelligence is great
for a girl, but small for a boy of a certain age.

But there is no absolute measure for qualities. It is impos-
sible to compare a quality with a most simple unit of the
genus in order to determine the value of the quality, as five
degrees of whiteness, eight grades of charity, and so forth. This
measurement presupposes a property of quantity which is not
possessed by qualities: that of being formed by addition.

8 X Metaphys., lect. 2, n. 1942. 51 Ibid.
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The cardinal properties of a quantum, e. g., that the quantum
whose number is 6 be three times that whose number is 2, and
six times that whose number is 1 (this is the meaning of the
absolute measure, for the unit is by definition of value 1) —
depend on the ability of the quantum to be formed by addition
of unit, 1 to 1 to 1, ete. This must be the case at least con-
ceptually, or in potency, even if it were not true that the
quantum were formed by addition in the first place.

When it is stated that a given lines is six inches long, that
a given multitude contains three hundred pieces, or that an
area contains fifty square inches, one means that the umnit,
whether it be the inch, the square inch or the unity, can be
applied successively to the given quantum until the whole
quantum is exhausted; and the absolute quantity is determined
by the number of times that the unit was applied. This pro-
cedure clearly implies that the quantum was formed, or can
be thought as being formed, by the addition of unit to unit.
The concept of addition is bound up in the very notion of an
absolute measure; thus absolute measures require quanta that
are formed by addition.”

But addition as a mode of increase is proper and unigue to
dimensive quantity.® Lines, areas and number can be increased
in no other way. In quantities of this sort, all inequalities are
caused by subtraction or addition; **; and the quanta can be
made equal only by addition or subtraction. Hence dimensive
quantities, bodies, volumes, areas, lines, quanta in the strict
sense of quantity, alone are measurable absolutely.

The mode of increase of qualities, on the other hand, is not
by addition, but by a deeper radication of the form in the
substance of which it is an accident. And therefore qualities
are not measurable absolutely, but only relatively. This may
be manifested in the following way.

52 Maquart, Elementa Philosophiae, II, 169; P. Hoenen, Cosmologia (2nd ed.;
Rome: Gregorianum, 1936), p. 204, n. 141; Joseph Tonquédec, Questions de
Cosmologie et de Physique (Paris: Vrin, 1950), p. 108, n. 4; F. J. Thonnard, Précis
de Philosophie (Rome: Desclée, 1950), p. 874, n. 329.

5¢ Summa Theol., I1-I1, q. 24, a. 4, ad 1; I Sent., d. 17, q. 2, a. 1.

5t Magquart, op. cit., 1T, 178.
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The increase of qualities is not by addition because this
adding can happen only when the super-added quality is
distinct either in kind from that to which it is to be added, or
numerically, since addition requires distinction of some sort;
and these are the two possible ways in which there can be
distinction. But the quality to be added cannot be distinct
in kind because it is by definition the same quality; whiteness
or intelligence. Nor can it be distinet in number because
numerical distinction in accidents comes from the subject in
which they are radicated. But in this case the new quality is
to be radicated in the same part of the same subject as the
present quality to which it is to be added. And therefore it
cannot be numerically distinet. Thus it is not distinct in any
way; and cannot be conceived as being added.”®

The increase of qualities is had by a deeper radication of
the form 1n the subject because the quality is a form which
is actualizing the subject in a certain manner (quale). But
every form more perfectly exerts its formal causality by more
completely exhausting the potency of its subject. The notion
of more perfectly qualifying a subject is that very notion
which is implied in the notion of more or less intense qualities.
Qualities become more intense, increase therefore, precisely by
a deeper radication in their subjects.”

These considerations are per se and proper to qualities. As
qualities they increase by more completely actualizing the
potency of the subject to possess them. Certain special forms
and qualities however may increase in a manner which is
accidental to them as qualities. Thus motion which is one,
that is of constant direction, has a sort of more or less insofar
as it approaches the end of the motion, the term. And science
which is one by the intelligibility of its object, and is per se
increased as that object is known more perfectly, nevertheless
has an increase inasmuch as more conclusions may be seen in

5% Pirotta, op. cit., p. 325. Maquart, op. cit.,, p. 164. Summa Theol., II-TI, q. 24,

a. 5; I Sent. d. 17, q. 2, a. 2.
5 Summa Theol., I, q. 67, a. 3, ad 2; 111, q. 24, a. 5; I Sent. d. 13, a. 3, ad 8

etad 9; d. 17, q. 2, a. 2 et ad 3.
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the principles of the science and brought under the science.
‘The science in a way is said to increase as it extends to more
objects. Motion has two ways of increasing, then, one per se
by which the body is said to travel faster, an increase in
speed, and another by which the moving body increases by
approaching the term of the motion. A science has a similar
twofold mode of increase, one by which the things and objects
of the science are better known, more deeply penetrated and
understood with a deeper intelligence, this is the proper and
per se increase of science, and the second by which more objects
are known. This is an increase but is secondary and accidental
to the science.”” Other qualities, e. g., sensation, have a similar
accidental increase.

Per se and properly, qualities increase not by addition but
by a more perfect and fuller determination of the subject, by
more deeply exhausting its potency. And since only additive
quantities can be measured absolutely, it is necessary to.con-
clude that qualities have no absolute measure. But as we
have seen, they can be measured relatively because they intrin-
sically and properly increase in perfection, share a “ more or
less ”; and have a real property, in virtue of a comparison of
any quality with the perfect or natural, of being called “ great ”
or “ small.”

The measure of qualities, therefore, consists in arranging
them in the order of their intensity as we are able to judge
this by our experience, either by crude common experience,
or by an experience refined and corrected by instruments, which
nevertheless relies on the “ equal or unequal ”; “ more or less,”
judgments which we must make in comparing them. We can
arrange a group of brightnesses in this manner, for example,
or hardnesses. Hardnesses may be placed in an ascending series
by the ability of a substance of any hardness to scratch another.
Thus wood scratches chalk, glass scratches wood, steel scratches
glass, and diamond scratches steel. Their hardnesses can be
arranged as that of chalk, wood, glass, steel, and diamond.

37 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 52, a. 1. De Virtut, Card. 2. 3.
























































































































































































































