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ANY Thomistic theclogians have seen in the theory
of John of St. Thomas that sacramental graces are
: i modes of sanctifying grace, a satisfactory explana-
tion of the nature of sacramental grace. It does not seem,
however, that there has been a satisfactory solution to the
problem of integrating this theory into the Thomistic sacra-
mental synthesis as a whole. While John of St. Thomas un-
doubtedly saw that his doctrine of modality was related to
the sacramental principles laid down by St. Thomas, nowhere
does he directly explain this relationship. Nor in the whole of
his philosophical and theological treatises is there to be found
more than a passing reference to the nature of modes. As a
result, many adherents to the modal doctrine of sacramental
grace have accepted it principally on his authority.

Qur purpose is to propose a doctrine on modes with suf-
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ficient clarity to demonstrate that the distinct modes which
constitute sacramental graces must result from the instru-
mental efficiency of the sacraments—that is, we shall attempt
to show that the different instrumental causes of grace which
are the sacraments must produce distinct modes in the sacra-
mental effect which is grace. In this solution the existence of
a distinct mode in sanctifying grace granted sacramentally is
traced to the instrumentality of the disjoined instrument, the
sacrament. The diversity of these sacramental modes is
accounted for by the external signification of the sacrament
which determines the instrumentality of each sacrament. Thus,
both the existence and diversity of the sacramental modes are
established and the theory is seen as the logical culmination of
St. Thomas’ teaching concerning sacramental signification and
causality. ,

The first part of this work is a textual study of St. Thomas’
writing concerning sacramental grace. This will enable the
reader to see clearly the development and progress of the sacra-
mental teaching of the Angelic Doctor. This consideration is
necessary for an understanding of the difficulties involved and
also for a true evaluation of the proposed solution. The rejec-
tion or acceptance of the modal theory of sacramental grace
must ultimately be based upon its success or failure as a solu-
tion which safeguards the known teaching of St. Thomas re-
garding sacramental grace.

The main portion of the article is devoted to establishing
the principles upon which the modal theory of sacramental
grace is based, namely, that diverse instruments cause diverse
modes in the effect produced by the principal efficient agent;
and, that the sacraments are diverse efficient instruments. The
first principle demands 1) an exposition of the nature of modes
which will indicate how a modification of the efficiency of the
principal cause necessarily diversifies the mode of the effect;
then, 2) a treatment of efficient instrumentality with emphasis
upon the manner in which this instrumentality modifies the
efficiency of the principal agent. The last part of the article is
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directed to an exposition of the second principle: the sacra-
ments are diverse instruments. It contains 1) an explanation
of the teaching of St. Thomas regarding the efficient instru-
mentality of the sacraments, including a reply to the more
important objections raised against this doctrine. Since, how-
ever, it is the form of the instrument which himits the efficiency
of the principal agent and hence diversifies the mode of the
effect, this section 2) also sets forth the nature of sacramental
signification as the {ormal and limiting principle of the sacra-
mental instrument.

I. SacramEeNTAL GRACE v THE WERITINGS OF ST. THOMAS

Nominal Definition of Sacramental Grace. In the broadest
meaning of the term all the effects gratuitously bestowed by
God upon the recipients of the sacraments may be called sacra-
mental graces. These would include sanctifying grace, the
special grace which is an effect proper to each sacrament, and
lastly, the character. According to the more common usage,
however, sacramental grace is distinguished from the character
and refers to the primary sacramental effect, sanctifying grace
as including the grace ordained to the special effects of the
individual sacraments.

There is no question concerning the fact that sanctifying
grace is conferred by all the sacraments of the New Law. It
is the express teaching of the Council of Trent that the sacra-
ments both contain and confer the grace which they signify.!
Moreover it is theologically certain that each of the sacraments
has a special effect. Writing of these special effects the Council
of Florence declared:

For by baptism we are spiritually reborn; by confirmation we
increase in grace and we are fortified in the faith; reborn and fortified
we are nourished by the divine food of the Eucharist. But if through
sin we contract a sickness of the soul, we are spiritually cleansed
through penance; spiritually and corporally, as befits the soul,

1 Conc. Trid. sess. 7 can. 6; Denz. 849.
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through extreme unction; by orders the Church is spiritually gov-
erned and multiplied; by matrimony it is bodily increased.?

It is to these special effects of the individual sacraments that
the Sacred Scriptures and the Fathers generally refer.’ In the
evolution of sacramental doctrine theologians eventually came
to consider these effects in a generic concept in some way dif-
ferent from sanctifying grace in general, and for this concept
they reserved the name of “ sacramental grace.”

St. Thomas writes of the use of sacramental grace in this
restricted sense in the Sentences: “ Whence this effect [of the
sacrament] does not have a proper name but retains the name
of its cause, and is said to be sacramental grace.” * He repeats
this explanation of the derivation of the term in almost iden-
tical language in the De Veritate: “ The effects of the sacra-
ments do not have a proper name but are called by the name
of grace, for they are called sacramental graces.”® In the
Summa Theologiae he indicates the use of sacramental grace
as distinct from sanctifying grace when he states: “ sacramental
grace adds to the sanctifying grace, commonly so-called, some-
thing that produces a special effect, and to which the sacrament
is ordained.” ®

Thus the nominal definition of sacramental grace is, accord-
ing to St. Thomas, properly reserved for the special effect to
which each sacrament is ordained. It is in this restricted sense
that the term is used hereafter.

Sanctifying Grace and the Virtues. Because of the intimate
connection between sanctifying and sacramental grace, it is
advisable to preface the textual study of St. Thomas’ doctrine

2 Cone. Flor., Decretum pro Armenis; Denz. 695.

® Thus Sacred Scripture speaks of Baptism as: a burial with Christ (Rom. 6: 86);
the bath of regeneration (Titus 8: §); the newness of life (Rom. 6: 4). The Fathers
write of Baptism as the spiritual regeneration of the soul (St. Augustine, De pecea-
torum meritis et remissione c. 2, 23, P. L. 44, 177); the burial and resurrection with
Christ (St. Ambrose, De Spiritu Sancto, c. 1, P. L. 16, 722) .

¢ IV Sent., q. 1, a. 4, qcla. 5.

® De Verit., q. 27, a. 5, ad 12.

¢ Summa Theol., I1L, q. 62, a. 2.
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concerning sacramental grace with a brief summary of his
teaching on the nature and division of grace in general. More-
over, since wherever he explicitly treats of sacramental grace,
he compares it to sanctifying grace by an analogy with the
relation existing between sanctifying grace and the virtues, it
will be useful also to summarize his doctrine on the virtues.

Whereas nominally grace signifies any gift freely bestowed
by God upon man, it more properly refers to those gifts which
surpass man’s natural endowments. St. Thomas makes a gen-
eral division of grace into that which is intended for man’s
personal sanctification and that which a man receives in order
to assist others, 1. e., charismatic grace.” The former grace can
be understood either as a divine help by which we are moved
to will or act well (actual grace) or as an habitual gift which
is divinely infused into the soul.® This habitual grace, sancti-
fying grace, which is subjected immediately in the essence of
the soul,® pertains to the first species of quality.’® Since it is
subjected immediately in the essence of the soul, it is distinct
from the virtues which reside in man’s potencies.* The super-
natural habit of sanctifying grace makes man a formal par-
ticipant in the divine nature,’* whereas the infused virtues are
ordained to the performance of acts in conformity with that
participation.”® Moreover, since this grace is a formal par-
ticipation in the divine nature, it is impossible that there could
be essentially diverse species of sanctifying grace.’*

The theological and infused moral virtues physically emanate
from habitual grace in the essence of the soul into its potencies
in somewhat the same manner that the potencies themselves flow

*Ibid., I-1L, q. 111, a. 1.

8 Ibid., a. 2.

® De Verit., q. 27, a. 6.

*® Gratia reducitur ad primam speciem qualitatis, nec tamen est idem quod virtus,
sed habitudo quaedam quae praesupponitur virtutibus infusis, sicut earum principium
et radix (Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 110, a. 3, ad 8).

1 Ibid., q. 50, 8. 2.

12 Ibid.

3 Ibid., a. 8.

*¢ R. Garrigou-Lagrange, 0. P., De Gratic (Rome: Marietti, 1047), p. 118.
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from the essence of the soul’® The virtues differ essentially
not only from sanctifying grace but are specifically distinct
from one another by reason of their diverse formal objects.®
Lastly, the gifts are habits distinct from the infused virtues
whereby man is made docile to the motions of the Holy Ghost.*
The importance of the foregoing summary will become clearer
as we proceed to a consideration of St. Thomas’ writings on
sacramental grace.

Sacramental Grace in the COMMENTARY ON THE SENTENCES.
In this section the principal texts in the Sentences on sacra-
mental grace will be given to enable the reader to see in the very
words of St. Thomas his teaching on the matter. At the end a
brief summary will be made of the principal points of his
doctrine. The same procedure will be followed in the next
section of this part with regard to texts from the Summa
Theologiae. Finally, a brief comparative study will be made to
highlight any differences in his method of treatment or doctrine
revealed in these textual studies.

In the article in the Sentences dealing with the causality of
the sacraments, St. Thomas places as the fifth proposition to
be considered: “ It seems that the grace which is in the sacra-
ments does not differ from that which is in the virtues and
gifts.” ** As will become evident from his reply to the objec-
tions and also the main body of the argument, in the proposi-
tion under consideration the expression “ the grace which is in
the sacraments™ has reference to the grace of the sacrament
which is ordained to the special effect of the sacrament. The
same evidence serves to identify the grace “ in the virtues and
gifts ” as sanctifying grace.

Three arguments are given in support of the proposition.

° Sicut ab essentia animae ‘effluunt ejus potentiae quae sunt operum principia; ita
etiam ab ipsa gratia effluunt virtutes in potentias animae, per quas potentiae
moventur ad actus (Summa Theol., I-11, q. 110, a. 4, ad 1).

*® De Verit., q. 27, a. 2; Summa Theol., I-11, q. 61, a. 4; q. 62, aa. 1, 2, 8.

¥ Summa Theol., I-11, q. 68, a. 1.

IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, qcla. 5.
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The first states that since the grace granted by the sacraments
is sanctifying grace and is thus the same grace as in the virtues
and gifts, these two graces are one by reason of the unicity of
sanctifying grace.’® The second argument identifies the two
graces by reason of an identity of effect, namely the destruc-
tion of sin.*® Finally, it would seem that the effects of the two
graces are merely diverse terms of the same motion and hence
are not distinet but one.®® Thus, in these three objections St.
Thomas raises the fundamental question which he and all suc-
ceeding theologians faced in treating of the nature of sacra-
mental grace: how were they to explain the diverse sacramental
effects while safeguarding the unicity of sanctifying grace? His
replies to these objections are as follows:

Sanctifying graee is one in the essence of the soul; but it is multi-
plied insofar as it perfects the potencies and destroys their defects.??

The grace of the virtues is opposed to sin insofar as sin contains
an inordinate act; but sacramental grace is opposed to it as it
wounds the natural good of the potencies.®®

The removal from sin as it is opposed to virtue and is an approach
to the perfection of virtue pertains to the same grace; but the re-
moval from sin insofar as it [sin] wounds nature does not, because
here there is required a special remedy, as is apparent even in the
case of bodily disease.?*

What is the meaning of defects of sin in these responses?
St. Thomas writes of two kinds of spiritual defects. The first
type consists in the placing of a contrary, i.e., sin, which rules

*® Gratia enim quae est in sacramentis, est gratia gratum faciens, quia fecit dignum
vita aeterna, ut patet de baptismeo. Sed gratia gratum faciens est una tantum, quod
patet ex unitate subjecti quod est essentia animae et ex unitate effectus quod est Deo
acceptum facere. Ergo cum gratia quae est in virtutibus et donis, sit gratia gratum
faciens, videtur quod eadem gratia sit hic et ibi (Ibid.).

*° Unum uni opponitur. Sed tam gratia quae est in sacramentis quam illa quae
est in virtutibus, opponitur peccato, quia utraque peccatum destruit. Frgo est una
tantum gratia (Ibid.).

# Idem est motus in natura a termino et ad terminum. Sed gratia sacramentalis
ordinatur contra peccatum, gratia autem virtutum ad perficiendum animam et Deo
conjungendum. Ergo est una gratia (Ibid.).

22 Ibid. 8 Ibid. 24 Ibid.,
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out grace in the soul as illness in the body removes health.
The second type consists in the removal of something which is
necessary for the performance of spiritual duties and leaves
the soul weak in regard to these tasks. Remedies against the
first type are truly purgative, since they remove the contrary.
Remedies directed against the second type of defect do not
remove any reality but rather make some addition. Hence
they are called perfections.” Since even this second type of
defect requires a remedy, such defects are healed by the sacra-
ments of the living, i.e., those which require grace in the
recipient in order to be worthily received as such sacraments
do not remove a contrary but supply some defect.*

St. Thomas speaks of this second type of defect as a penalty
of sin. The first penalty for sin is that of temporal and eternal
punishment. The sacraments are directed against these punish-
ments only indirectly, insofar as by removing the cause, sin,
they also remove the effect. The second penalty for sin is an
mmmediate consequence of the inordinate act and which in turn
leads to further sinful actions, such as the debility of nature to
resist sin, It is against this second penalty that the sacraments
are directly aimed, “ namely, against the defect which results
from the withdrawal of some necessary aid rather than from
the withdrawal of any contrary form.” *

25 Defectus spiritualis dupliciter contingit, sicut et corporalis. Uno modo ex posi-
tione contrarii, sicut quando corpus est aegrum et quando in anima est peccatum.
Alio modo ex subtractione ejus quod ad perfectionem necessarium erat vel corporis
vel animae: sicut quando corpus est debile ad exercenda corporalia opera, et similiter
quando spiritus ad exequenda spiritualia. Remedia ergo quae dantur contra primum
defectum, aliquid realiter tollunt, et ideo purgationis rationem habent. Remedia
autem quae sunt contra defectum secundum, non tollunt aliquid secundum rem,
sed solum aliquid adjictunt ad perfectionem. Et ideo talia remedia non dicuntur
purgare, sed perficere (Ibid., d. 2, q. 1, a. 1, qcla. 1, ad 2).

28 Tlla sacramenta quae gratia}n in suscipiente praeexigunt non ordinantur directe
contra culpam; quia non sunt ad tollendum contrarium, sed ad supplendum defectum
(Ibid., gcla. 4, ad 1).

*" Contra primam autem poenam non datur sacramentum in remedium directe,
sed ex consequenti ut scilicet curata causa, scilicet peccato, cesset effectus, scilicet
poena; sed contra secundam poenam datur directe aliquod sacramentum, illa scilicet
quae in remedium sunt contra defectum contingentem ex subtractione necessarii, non
ex positione contrarii (Ibid., qcla. 8).
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A specific application of this teaching is found in reference
to the grace of Confirmation. In this same text there is to be
noted the diverse effects of sanctifying and sacramental grace
in relation to the defects of sin.

Sacramental grace, which is the principal effect of the sacrament,
although it has a connection with the grace which is in the virtues
and gifts, is, however, distinet from it, because sacramental grace
perfects primarily and principally the defect consequent upon sin,
but the grace of the virtues and gifts perfects by inclining to the
good of the virtues and the gifts. Just as the grace of Confirmation
perfects by removing the disease of infirmity, the gift or the
virtue of fortitude perfects by inclining to the good which is proper
to the virtue and the gift.?

In the main argument against the proposition that sacra-
mental and sanctifying grace are identical, St. Thomas has
three conclusions: 1) The sacramental effects are not diversi-
fied by sanctifying grace which is one, but by the diverse de-
fects of sin to which they are ordained; 2) since the sacramental
effects are less known than the acts of the virtues, they are
called sacramental graces; 8) sacramental grace differs from
sanctifying grace but has some connection with it.

St. Thomas arrives at the first conclusion by use of an
analogy which had been used by St. Albert.?®

Sanctifying grace is one and is in the essence of the soul as .in a
subject; the virtues and gifts flow from it to perfect the potencies
of the soul, just as the potencies flow from the essence [of the soul].
And these virtues are distinguished according to the diverse acts
for which the potencies of the soul need perfecting. In a similar
way there flows from that grace in the essence of the soul something
to repair the defects which have resulted from sin; and this is
diversified according to the diversity of the defects.?°

This same analogy is used in the Second Book of the Sentences
to refute an argument against the unicity of sanctifying grace,

8 Ibid., d.7,q.2, a. 2, qcla. 2, ad 2.

#® Opera Omnia (Rome: Vives, 1895), Vol. 20, In IV Sent., d. 7, a. 5, ad 1 et
2; p. 163.

301V Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, gcela. 5. 3t I Sent., 4. 26, q. 1, a. 6, ad 5.



320 ROBERT REGINALD MASTERSON

in the De Veritate,* and, as we shall see later on in this chapter,
in the Summa.®

In the second conclusion St. Thomas gives the reason for
the failure of the sacramental graces to have a name other
than that of their cause. He attributes this to the fact that
the defects which they remedy are less known to us than are
the acts of the virtues.** Elsewhere he gives the same reason,
describing these defects as hidden.*

In the third conclusion there is stated the relation existing
between sanctifying grace and sacramental grace.

[Sacramental grace] cannot be without grace which affects the
essence of the soul nor without the virtues. And the grace in the
essence of the soul cannot be without the virtues. And therefore the
virtues have a connection [as properties] with [sanctifying grace].
This grace [sanctifying grace] can be without sacramental grace,
however. Therefore the sacramental graces do not have a connec-
tion. And thus/it is apparent that the grace which the sacra-
ment directly contains differs from the grace which is in the virtues
and gifts, although they also [virtues and gifts] are connected to
that grace [in the essence of the soul] as a certain extension [of it].*®

Does this text imply that there is no connection between sancti-
fying and sacramental grace? It seems at the most to imply
that the connection which exists between them differs from
the connection between sanctifying grace and the virtues. For
in the De Veritate St. Thomas says “that the diverse sacra-
mental effects . . . depend upon sanctifying grace as do the
virtues and gifts. . . . These [sacramental] effects pertain to
sanctifying grace which is connected with these effects and
thus they have a common effect, which is sanctifying grace,

3* De Verit., q. 27, a. 5, ad 12.

3% Summa Theol., 11, q. 62, a. 2.

% Sed quia hujusmodi defectus non sunt ita noti sicut actus ad quos virtutes
perficiunt; ideo hic effectus ad reparandum defectum non habet speciale nomen,
sicut virtus, sed retinet nomen suae causae, et dicitur gratia sacramentalis ad quam
directe sacramenta ordinatur (IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, qdla. 5).

38 De Verit., loc. cit.

88 IV Sent., loc. cit.
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along with their proper effects.” ¥ He also speaks of the sacra-
mental graces as “ certain emanations of sanctifying grace.” **

Although the manner in which the diverse sacramental graces
differ from one another is not as clear-cut as the distinction
between virtues, which fact is due to the hidden nature of the
defects which they remedy, St. Thomas sheds some light on
their distinction in comparing the graces of Baptism and
Confirmation.

Because baptismal grace is given for the perfection of those things
which pertain to the common state of the christian life, whereas the
grace of confirmation is given to perfect man in those which are
most difficult in that state, namely, to confess the name of Christ
against persecutors; for this a special grace is required. It is for
this reason that the grace of confirmation differs from the grace of
baptism, and is given to remedy a different defect. For the grace of
baptism is given to remedy a defect which impedes the ordinary
state of justice in christian life, namely, original and actual sin; the
grace of confirmation is given to remedy the defect opposed to the
strength demanded in those who confess the name of Christ, namely,
mnfirmity 3°

St. Thomas also indicates that the specific diversity of these
graces can be explained by reason of the fact that the defects
which they remedy are in diverse potencies. Baptismal grace
perfects the intellect that it might rightly believe the truths
of faith whereas the grace of confirmation seems to pertain
more to the irascible appetite.” Because of this diversity one
sacrament does not directly perfect the sacramental grace of
another sacrament, but only indirectly insofar as it bestows an

increase of sanctifying grace from which all the sacramental
graces proceed.”

37 De Verit., loc. cit.

3% (Ilae perfectiones quae diversis sacramentis conferuntur), quaedam emana-
tiones sunt illius gratiae de qua nunc loquimur, sicut et virtutes ({1 Sent., d. 26, a.
8, ad 5).

IV Sent., d. 7, q. 2, a. 2, gcla. 2.

0 Ibid., ad 1.

* Accipiendo autem gratiam baptismalis et confirmationis secundo modo, sic
directe auget eam, cadens in eamdem essentiam cum ipsa, sicut baptismus directe
auget gratiam quam prius invenit (Zbid., gcla. 3).
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The doctrine of St. Thomas on sacramental grace as con-
tained in the Commentary on the Sentences may be sum-
marized in the following conclusions:

1. There exists some distinction between the grace of the
virtues and gifts, 1. e., sanctifying grace, and sacramental grace.

2. This distinction appears to be a real one as sanctifying
grace can exist in the soul without sacramental grace.

3. Though really distinct from sanctifying grace, sacra-
mental grace has some connection with it because it “ flows
from,” “ emanates from,” and “ depends upon” sanctifying
grace as do the virtues and the gifts.

4. The relation of sacramental grace to sanctifying grace,
while similar to the relation between sanctifying grace and the
virtues, differs from it because sanctifying grace may never be
present without the virtues and gifts.

5. Sacramental grace is diversified by the diversity of the
defects which it remedies.

6. These spiritual defects are principally those which are
consequent upon sin, such as the weakening of nature to resist
sin, the removal of which defects is necessary for the perform-
ance of spiritual duties.

7. The exact nature of this sacramental grace or remedy
is nowhere stated, although it would seem to be something
both intrinsic and permanent by reason of the permanent and
intrinsic nature of the defects which it remedies.

Sacramental Grace in the Suvma THEOLOGIAE. In vain does
one look in the Summa for some clarification of the teaching of
St. Thomas regarding the nature of the special effect of the
sacrament which is called sacramental grace. The treatment of
this matter in the Summa is brief and is confined to the second
article of the sixty-second question of the Third Part where
St. Thomas inquires *“ Whether Sacramental Grace Confers
Anything in Addition to the Grace of the Virtues and Gifts? ”
Here, as in the Sentences, the body of the article and the re-
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sponses to the objections serve to establish that the term
“ sacramental grace ” is taken in its most formal sense, namely,
as the special aid by which the distinct sacramental effects are
attained; ** and the grace of the virtues and the gifts is to be
understood as sanctifying grace.

Though in the Summa St. Thomas makes little positive addi-
tion to his teaching concerning the nature of sacramental grace,
there is evidence of evolution in his thought concerning the na-
ture of the sacramental effects. The first objection to the article
stresses this change in his teaching. As a study of the texts of
the Sentences has revealed, the emphasis there was principally
upon the negative aspects of the sacramental effects, namely,
the removal of the defects consequent upon sin. In the Summa,
however, the primary emphasis is laid upon the positive per-
fections which are placed in the soul by the sacramental graces.
The first objection states that both the essence of the soul and
its potencies are sufliciently perfected by the grace of the vir-
tues and the gifts. Hence, since all grace is ultimately ordained
to the perfection of the soul and its faculties, sacramental graces
do not add anything to the perfecting capacities of habitual
grace. To this St. Thomas replies:

The grace of the virtues and gifts perfects the essence and powers
of the soul sufficiently as regards the general ordination of acts: but
as regards certain special effects which are necessary in christian
life, there 1s required sacramental grace.*3

There is a tendency to interpret this response as referring
only to the individual moral actions of those who have been
sacramentally initiated into the christian life. This limited
interpretation does not seem to be in accord with the explana-
tion given by St. Thomas himself when enumerating the rea-
sons for the seven sacraments. Drawing an analogy between
the spiritual and corporeal life of man, he sets forth the various

42 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus (Paris: Vives, 1885), t. IX, d. 24, a.
2, n. 7; p. 285; Cajetan, Comm. in Summam Theologiae (ed. Leonina; vol. IV, Opera
Omnia). In 111, q. 62, a. 2.

4 Summa Theol., 111, g. 62, 2. 2, ad 1.
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perfections of bodily life and then explains how the sacraments
effect a corresponding perfection in the supernatural life of the
soul. He enumerates the seven perfections of the soul in those
things that pertain to the worship of God according to the rite
of the christian life, namely, life, strength, conservation, heal-
ing, restoration, power and propagation. These perfections,
then, are the “ special effects ” necessary in christian life.**
The second objection of this article in the Summa contains
in substance the three objections in the Sentences since it pro-
ceeds on the basis that the grace of the virtues and gifts suf-
ficiently excludes all sins and also the defects resulting from
sin, Sacramental grace, being ordained to the removal of the
defects of sin, cannot therefore add anything to the grace of
the virtues and gifts. To this argument St. Thomas responds:

Vices and sins are sufficiently removed by virtues and gifts, as to
present and future time; insofar as they prevent man from sinning.
But in regard to past sins, the acts of which are transitory whereas
their guilt remains, man is provided with a special remedy in the
sacraments.*®

Certainly, St. Thomas had no intention of teaching that the
grace of the virtues and gifts does not exclude the contrary
vices or that past sins are not destroyed, but rather, in accord-
ance with his teaching in the Sentences, he states that the de-
fects of sin remain and hence require special remedies lest they
retard man in the attainment of full supernatural perfection.
What are these defecis of sin? St. Thomas declares that
sanctifying grace takes away the stain and restores the order
of the soul to God; but, although the wound of sin as far as the
will is concerned is healed, there are medicines required for the
healing of the other powers of the soul which were disordered
by sin.* And again he writes: “ Sacramental grace is opposed

to sin insofar as sin wounded the natural goodness of the
soul.” ¥

4 Ibid., q. 65, a. 1. ¢ Ibid., I-I1, q. 87, a. 6, ad 3.

5 Ihid., q. 62, 2. 2, ad 2. TIV Sent.,d. 1,q. 1, a. 4, q. 5, ad 2.
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As a result of original sin Adam lost not only sanctifying
grace and the preternatural gifts which perfected his composite
nature,*® but the very natural inclination of his powers to virtue
was wounded. The reason is subject to ignorance and experi-
ences difficulty in attaining to truth; the will is deprived of its
order to good by malice and is prone to evil; the irascible appe-
tite is subject to weakness and shrinks in the face of an arduous
task; by concupiscence man is inordinately inclined to the
sensible good. These four wounds of nature, found in us as a
penalty of original sin, are increased by actual sins, both venial
and mortal.®® Since the subjection of the body to the soul
was lost through the withdrawal of original justice, death and
all consequent bodily defects also became penalties of original
sin.’® 8t. Thomas describes how the various sacraments are
given as a remedy against these penalties when giving reasons
for the number of the sacraments.

We may likewise gather the number of the sacraments from their
being instituted as a remedy against the defect caused by sin. For
Baptism is intended as a remedy against the absence of spiritual
life; Confirmation against the infirmity of soul found in those of
recent birth; the Kucharist, against the soul’s proneness to sing
Penance, against actual sin committed after Baptism; Exireme
Unction against the remainders of sins, of those sins, namely, which
are not sufficiently removed by Penance, whether through negli-
gence or through ignorance; Order, against divisions in the com-
munity; Matrimony, as a remedy against concupiscence in the indi-
vidual, and against the decrease in numbers that results {rom death.

Some, again, gather the number of sacraments from a certain
adaptation to the virtues and to the defects and penal effects re-
sulting from sin. They say that Baptism corresponds to Faith, and
is ordained as remedy against original sin; Extreme Unction, to
Hope, being ordained against venial sin; the Eucharist, to Charity,

* Tertium vero bonum [donum originalis justitiae] naturae totaliter est ablatum
per peccatum primi parentis (Summa Theol., I-IL, q. 85, a. 1).

4 Ibid., a. 3.

*®Sed Deus, cui subiacet omnis natura, in ipsa institutione hominis supplevit
defectum naturae, et dono iustitiae originalis dedit corpori incorruptibilitatem quan-
dam, ut in Primo dictum est. Et secundum hoc dicitur quod Deus mortem non
fecit, et quod mors est poena peccati (Ibid., a. 6).
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being ordained against the penal effect which is malice, Order, to
Prudence, being ordained against ignorance; Penance, to Justice,
being ordained against mortal sin; Matrimony, to Temperance,
being ordained against concupiscence; Confirmation, to Fortitude,
being ordained against infirmity.**

The sacraments then are as diverse medicines healing the
defects of sin. These defects, as we have seen, since they vary
in individuals, are hidden from us and the sacramental grace
does not have a proper name as do the virtues.”* The physician
of the body in recommending a diet primarily intends the
nourishment of the patient but he is not always aware of the
many diverse infections against which the food will prove to
be a remedy. So also, for example, one receiving the sacra-
mental grace of the Eucharist will be fortified not only against
the malice resulting from original sin but also the malice re-
sulting from whatever type of actual sins he has committed.
Though the sacramental graces will never restore to man in this
life the despotic control of reason over passion which Adam
enjoyed, our political dominion over it should increase as a
result of the fruitful reception of the sacraments and a fidelity
to their graces by the practice of virtue. ““Just as concupiscence
i1s diminished by Baptism, so as not to enslave us, so also are
both the aforesaid defects [proneness to evil and difficulty in
doing good] diminished, so that man be not overcome by
them.” *®* The sacraments do not remove the bodily defects as
the Christian retains a passible body in this life so that he may
suffer in conformity with Christ and the penalties of sickness
and death are not taken away until the resurrection.®

To the doctrine that sacramental grace adds something real
to sanctifying grace St. Thomas places as a third objection that
such an addition would seem to make grace an equivocal term.
This objection is based on the fact that any addition to a form
varies the species, His response to this objection has given
rise to considerable difficulty.

1 Ibid., I, q. 65, a. 1. 58 Summa Theol., 1L, q. €9, a. 4, ad 3.
52 De Verit., q. 27, a. 5, ad 12. 84 Ibid., a. 8, ad 8.
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Sacramental grace is compared to grace commonly so-called as
species to genus. Wherefore just as it is not equivocal to use the
term animal in its generic sense, and as applied to a man, so neither
is it equivocal to speak of grace commonly so-called and of sacra-
mental grace.®

The first difficulty arises over the fact that in the objection
sacramental grace is referred to as adding to the grace of the
virtues and the gifts, i.e., sanctifying grace, whereas in the
response the term “ gratia communiter dicta” is used. With
the exception of Cajetan, most commentators are agreed that
in the light of the wording of the objection itself St. Thomas
did not intend by common grace to speak of gratia imn communi
but rather of sanctifying or habitual grace.

Granted this interpretation of the terminclogy involved, the
solution of the second problem is much simpler, namely,
whether the addition which sacramental grace makes to sancti-
fying grace is essential or accidental. Though the example
which St. Thomas uses in his response is that of essential species
to proximate genus, namely, man to animal, the doctrine which
he holds concerning the unicity of sanctifying grace rules out
the possibility of admitting that he intends to describe each
of the sacramental graces as true species of sanctifying grace.
This line of reasoning seems to be confirmed by his statement
concerning the relation of the sacramental grace of Baptism
and that of Confirmation.

Sacramental grace adds to sanctifying grace commonly so-called
something that produces a special effect, and to which the sacra-
ment is ordained. If, then, we consider, in its wide sense, the grace
bestowed in this sacrament, it does not differ from that bestowed n
Baptism, but increases what was already there. On the other hand,
if we consider it as to that which is added over and above, then one
differs in species from the other 5

Were the sanctifying grace granted by these two sacraments
essentially diverse, one sacrament would not increase the grace
of the other but would be an entirely new habit infused into

5% Ibid., q. 62, a. 2, ad 3. s Ibid., 9. 72, a. 7, ad 3.

2
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the soul. It must be concluded, then, that the sacramental
graces constitute accidental species of sacramental grace. The
whole purpose in raising the objection seems to have been to
show that sacramental grace has a relation to sanctifying grace
similar to that which exists between species and genus, i. e, it
adds to and terminates, without destroying, the essence of that
which it adjoins.

In the Sed contra of a preceding article St. Thomas argues
to the existence of sacramental grace as an effect distinct from
sanctifying grace by reducing the opposing argument to absur-
dity. If sacramental graces do not add anything over and
above the grace of the virtues and the gifts, the sacraments
would be conferred in vain upon those who already possess that
grace. Since God does not work in vain, it would seem that
the sacraments must make some special addition to sanctifying
grace.”

One might object to this reasoning on the basis that the
sacraments confer an increase of sanctifying grace and hence it
is not contrary to Divine Wisdom to have instituted the vari-
ous sacraments. This does not explain, however, why there
are seven sacraments, To increase grace it would seem that
two or perhaps three sacraments would suffice. Thus St.
Thomas® argument manifests that by the special effect of the
sacraments he does not mean merely an increase in sanctifying
grace but something superadded to sanctifying grace. The
plurality and diversity of sacraments would be rendered super-
fluous if one sanctifying grace in all ways the same could be
obtained through a single sacrament. Furthermore, the Coun-
cil of Trent has declared that all seven sacraments are neces-
sary for salvation, though not all for every individual.*®

The argumentation in the body of the article is brief. St.

57 Ibid., p. 62, a. 2, sed contra.

%8 Si quis dixerit, sacramenta novae legis non esse ad salutem necessaria, sed
superflua, et sine eis aut eorum voto per solam fidem homines a Deo gratiam iusti-
ficationis adipisci, licet omni singulis necessaria non sint: A. S. (Cone. Trid., sess.
7, can. 4; Denz. 847.)
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Thomas first establishes the fact of diverse sacramental effects,
not from the defects of sin as he did in the Sentences but from
the need for certain special effects in Christian life. He illus-
trates this fact by the sacrament of Baptism; then applying
the analogy between sanctifying grace and the virtues to sancti-
fying grace and these sacramental effects, he arrives at a single
conclusion: sacramental grace adds to sanctifying grace a
divine aid to obtain the end of the sacrament.

As stated in the second part, grace considered in itself, perfects
the essence of the soul, insofar as it [grace] is a certain participated
likeness of the Divine Nature. And just as the soul’s powers flow
from its essence, so from grace there flow certain perfections into the
powers of the soul, which are called virtues and gifts, whereby the
powers are perfected in reference to their actions. Now the sacra-
ments are ordained to certain special effects which are necessary in
the Christian life: thus Baptism is ordained to a certain spiritual
regeneration by which man dies to vice and becomes a member of
Christ: which effect is something special in addition to the acts of
the potencies of the soul: and the same holds true of the other
sacraments. Consequently, just as the virtues and the gifts confer
a certain special perfection ordained to the powers’ proper actions,
so does sacramental grace confer over and above grace commonly
so-called and in addition to the virtues and the gifts, a certain divine
agsistance (divinwm euzilium) to attain the end of the sacrament.
Tt is thus that sacramental grace confers something in addition to
the grace of the virtues and the gifts.>® -

The doctrine of St. Thomas regarding sacramental grace as
set forth in the Summa is evidently not entirely clear, and this
lack of clarity is evidenced by the wide divergency of interpre-
tation given to it by his principal commentators. His doctrine
in the Summa can be summarized in the following statements.

1. There are diverse sacramental effects or graces because
of the diverse perfections required in the Christian life.

2. These sacramental graces also serve to heal the perma-
nent defects resulting in the potencies from original and actual
sin, i. e., ignorance, malice, infirmity and concupiscence.

58 Summa Theol., 111, q. 62, a. 2.
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3. The relation between sacramental grace and sanctifying
grace is similar to the relation between genus and species, i. e,
it adds to and terminates sanctifying grace without destroying
the nature of this latter grace.

4. The existence of seven sacraments seems to argue to the
reality of diverse sacramental effects or graces.

5. These sacramental graces are a divine aid to accomplish
the end of the sacrament. The nature of this divine aid is not
explained.

Conclusion. The most important difference to be noted be-
tween St. Thomas’ doctrine on sacramental grace in the Sen-
tences and in the Summa is that already mentioned, namely,
the change of emphasis from the defects of sin to the need for
special effects which these sacramental graces fulfill in the
Christian life. With this emphasis upon them as positive per-
fections St. Thomas becomes somewhat more explicit and
describes them as divine aids.

In the Summa as in the Sentences sacramental grace is de-
scribed as healing the defects of nature resulting from original
and actual sins. In the Summa St. Thomas introduces a new
analogy to describe the relation between sanctifying and sacra-
mental grace, comparing it to the relation between genus and
species. This would seem to imply that while sacramental grace
adds to and terminates sanctifying grace intrinsically, it does
not destroy the essential nature of sanctifying grace.

Combining the common features of his teaching in the Sen-
tences and the Summa, the following points summarize the
known doctrine of the Angelic Doctor regarding sacramental
grace. Any successful attempt at the completion of his teach-
ing concerning the precise nature of this grace must necessarily
safeguard these features of his doctrine.

1. Sanctifying grace is a single habit in the soul.

2. Sacramental grace makes a real addition to sanctifying
grace,
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8. There exists a real distinction between sanctifying and
sacramental grace.

4. There are diverse sacramental graces because of the
diverse perfections required in the Christian life and the diverse
defects which these graces remedy.

5. Sacramental grace is permanent and intrinsic because its
effects are permanent and intrinsic.

Interpretations of the Thomistic Doctrine. As this considera-
tion of the writing of St. Thomas reveals, the Angelic Doctor
did not set forth with completeness his own teaching regarding
the nature of sacramental grace. This failure, if it may be
termed such, is not surprising when one considers the fact that
it was only during his own lifetime that theclogians had begun
to consider the nature of the sacramental effects. St. Thomas
recognized the evident teaching. of the Secriptures and the
Fathers that grace received through the sacraments produced
effects over and above grace received extra-sacramentally. The
problem confronting theologians was to account for these special
effects while safeguarding the essential unity of sanctifying
grace.

That there was some addition to the grace of the virtues
and the gifts when received sacramentally was almost univer-
sally admitted, though, as we have noted, there was disagree-
ment as to the nature of the distinction between these two
graces. St. Bonaventure observed that there had already ap-
peared in the thirteenth century two extremes regarding the
nature of sacramental grace.’® One, emphasizing the unicity of
habitual grace, affirmed the real identity of sanctifying and
sacramental grace and admitted only a rational distinction be-
tween the two. The proponents of this opinion based their
arguments on the premise that both graces are ordained to the
same effect, namely, sanctification. The other extreme, by
placing emphasis on the distinct effects of sacramental grace,

®® Opera Omnia (Ex. typ. Coll. S. Bonaventurae, Florence: 1939), IV Sent., dist.
1, p. 1, Unic. Quaest., 6.
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concentrated on the reality of the distinction which exists be-
tween sacramental and sanctifying grace.

In general there are three principal attempts to complete the
teaching of the Angelic Doctor concerning the nature of sacra-
mental grace.

1. Sacramental grace adds to the grace of the virtues and
gifts a distinct habit. This was the opinion of Peter Paludanus
(d. 1842), and Capreolus (d. 1444). Although it has never
gained any widespread acceptance, it has from time to time,
even in our own day, found some adherents.

2. Sacramental grace adds to the grace of the virtues and
gifts not some habitual gift but an actual divine aid extensive
of the grace of the virtues and the gifts to the proper effect of
each sacrament. Cajetan appears to have originated this doc-
trine, which became, for lack of a better interpretation of St.
Thomas, the more commonly accepted theory until the time
of John of St. Thomas. Under this classification can be included
the opinion of those who interpreted the doctrine of Cajetan
as a right or title to actual graces.

3. Sacramental grace adds to sanctifying grace an intrinsic
and permanent mode ordered to the attainment of the special
effects of each sacrament. In addition to this mode which varies
in species for each sacrament there is conferred a title to the
actual graces needed for the attainment of the special sacra-
mental ends.

This last opinion, which is generally held to have been first
proposed in a systematic manner by John of St.. Thomas, is
now the common Thomistic doctrine on sacramental grace.
According to this theory sacramental grace is a new mode,
or formality, which is entitatively identified with sanctifying
grace and only modally distinct from it. The graces of the
various sacraments are specifically distinet from one another
but constitute only accidental species of sanctifying grace. This
theory, therefore, safeguards the unicity of sanctifying grace;
it explains the reality of the addition made by sacramental
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grace, while saving its real distinction from sanctifying grace;
it offers a specific diversity of sacramental graces to explain the
diverse effects of the various sacraments; and it makes sacra-
mental grace intrinsic and permanent to sanctifying grace. It
thus conforms to all the express doctrines of St. Thomas con-
cerning the nature of sacramental grace without itself involv-
ing any contradiction. While this explanation of the nature of
sacramental grace has found widespread acceptance among
Thomists, the problem of accounting for the existence of this
perfecting mode which constitutes sacramental grace seems to
be somewhat neglected. Nor has there been any wholly suc-
cessful express effort to integrate this solution into the other
principles of Thomistic sacramental theology. The remainder
of this article will be an attempt to solve these two problems.

IT. PrincIPLES OF SOLUTION

A. THE NATURE OF MODES

Despite the importance of modes in speculative thought and
the validity of their existence, there still remains to be set forth
by scholastic philosophy a universally accepted treatment of
their nature and origin.** It has been in part the lack of such a
doctrine which has impeded the development and evolution of
any clear exposition regarding the influence of sacramental
causality on the ensuing effect, sanctifying grace.

The doctrine concerning the nature of modes which 1s set
forth here is not intended to be exhaustive, The extent of our
treatment of modes has necessarily been limited by their rela-
tion to the problem at hand; but the exposition of their nature
as given here should be adequate to render acceptable the solu-
tion which is proposed, namely, that the existence of the dis-
tinct modes in sanctifying grace produced sacramentally is due
to the diverse eflicient instrumentality of the sacraments.

! The only explicit treatment of modes which we were able to find in available
sources was that concerning accidental modes by Father E. Hugon, Cursus Phi-
losophiae Thomisticae (Paris: Lethielleux, 1928), Vol. III, tr. 3, q. 3, a. 3; p. 543.
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Mode as a Commensuration to an Extrinsic Principle. One
definition of a mode given by St. Thomas is found in his opus-
culum On Modal Propositions. In his consideration of the
modal proposition, he writes:

Because a modal proposition is denominated from the term
“ mode,” in order that we may know what is the nature of a modal
proposition, it is necessary first to know the nature of a mode, 4
mode is a determination adjoining something.®?

This admittedly broad definition of a mode requires consider-
able clarification.

The fact that the genus of this definition is “ determination ”
of some sort indicates the existence of a potentiality in the sub-
ject modified. Every determination presupposes in the deter-
minable subject a potentiality or capacity for the reception of
the new form or determination. The reality which i1s a mode
maust therefore immediately be excluded from God as there is
nothing determinable in Him:** Every actually existing being,
substantial or accidental, other than God will possess some
type of mode. The reason for this is that every created form
necessarily implies the notion of composition and hence of limi-
tation. St. Thomas writes, “ Wheresoever there is something
received there must be a mode since what is received is limited
according to the recipient: and therefore since created being,
essential and accidental, is received, mode is found not only
in accidental things but in substantial things.” ** Hence mode
is a transcendental because it is found either actually or reduc-
tively in all the categories of being except relation.®

But what is the nature of this determination which con-
stitutes a mode? St. Thomas replies to this question by stating
that “ mode is that which a measure determines: wherefore it

%2 De Propositionibus Modalibus (Opera Omnia, ed. Misurgia-Parma) .

3 Nisi effective Deus dicatur species, modus et ordo accidentium (I Sent., d. 3, q.
2, a. 8); non ponitur in Deo modus qui sit qualitas divinae substantiae superaddita
(De Pot., g. 10, a. 2, ad 2).

% De Verit., q. 2, a. 6, ad §.

e Cf. Hugon, loc. cit.
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implies determination according to a certain measure.” *¢ Since
a mode bespeaks a determination according to a measure and a
measure is necessarily extrinsic to the thing measured, a mode
is a determination or commensuration of a thing according to
some extrinsic principle,

The Subject of Mode. In any modification the received thing
is modified by the receiver; and in all composed things it is
the form which is received into matter. Hence the commensura-
tion or mode falls upon the form. “ The form of each thing,
howsoever it be . . . is according to a certain measure . . . and
from this it has a certain mode.” * A mode does not affect the
essential notes of the received form. These essential notes are
not capable of determination without variation of the essential
species. A mode therefore 1s said to be extrinsic to the essen-
tial notes of the form.

The form of walking, for example, is a special kind of locomo-
tion. In itself it implies a potentiality for either speed or slow-
ness. When the walking is actual one of these potentialities will
be actualized; but only one at one time, The actualization of
the potentiality cannot be explained through the essential notes
of the form itself. These notes are in themselves indifferent to
the ultimate determination which is the mode. Moreover, since
the form does not have actual existence until one of these poten-
tialities is actualized, and the exercise of causality demands the
existence of the cause, the form modified could not cause its
own mode.

To explain this ultimate determination in the form, recourse
must be had to those extrinsic principles of the form which are
the efficient and material causes. “To form there is pre-re-
quired a determination or commensuration to its principles,
whether material or efficient; and this [commensuration] is sig-
nified by mode.” ® The mode by determining imposes limita-

% Modus autem est, ut dicit Augustinus, super Gen. ad litteram, quem mensura
praefigit: (L. IV, c.8,n. 7. ML 34, 299) unde importat quandam determinationem
secundum aliquam mensuram (Summa Theol., I-11, q. 49, a. 2).

o7 Ibid., I-I1, q. 85, a. 4. %8 Ibid., 1, g. 5, a. 5.
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tion upon form. Since the form is the perfecting principle, it
cannot simultaneously be the limiting principle, but demands
that its mode come from principles extrinsic to it.

If an artist wishes to use marble as the matter for a statue,
he must measure or limit the form to be induced in accordance
with the properties of the marble, 1. e., the artistic form will be
determined, modified, to some degree by the exigencies of the
matter. This predetermination of the form required by the
matter to be informed is accomplished through a modification
of the efficiency of the agent inducing the form. The material
cause, while it necessarily affects the mode of the form, is not
the sole determining factor; the more important principle in
the determination of mode is the eficient cause.

In the production of a form the efficient agent intends
through his activity the attainment of some end, and he conse-
quently produces a form which will not only attain the end
desired but which will do so in a manner conformable to his
intention. The form which is produced must possess not only
what is essentially required for the ordination to the end but
the necessary perfection or mode required that such an end be
attained in accordance with the intention of the agent. Thus
Cajetan remarks that wood cut for use in building a ship will
necessarily have a different mode than wood which is being cut
for firewood.* This added perfection or mode of the form is
dependent for its commensuration upon the efficient principle
intending the attainment of this end, and, as will be seen in
the following section, upon the instrument used in the cutting.
For example, an artist who wishes to include in a picture an
horizon which will portray a sunrise will produce in the colors
a mode which will resemble such a light as closely as his own
artistic talents permit. The mode of the effect will primarily
reflect the end which the artist intended even though it will be
further modified by the perfection of the efficient agent himself
and the instruments which he uses to attain it.

Applied to the sacraments this means that if the grace pro-

% In Summam Theol., I-II, q. 4, a. 3.
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duced through their instrumentality is to attain the end
ordained by Christ in their institution (namely, “ the removal
of the defects of sins and the accomplishment of the special acts
of the Christian life ) , it must possess not only the essential
notes of sanctifying grace, but also a mode enabling it to accom-
plish the sacramental effects in a manner conformable to the
intention of the principal agent, who in this case is God
Himself.

Thus far it has been ascertained that a mode is a determina-
tion of a form which implies a commensuration to the extrinsic
principles of the form, namely, the material and efficient causes.
It has also been seen that this determination, while falling upon
the form, does not affect the specific notes of the form. But is
their adjoinment wholly extrinsic to the form or does it have a
positive effect in the form itself?

An Intrinsic Adjornment. While a mode is extrinsic to the
essential formal mode of a thing, 1. e., to its specific notes, some
modes complete the form in its own order, while other modes
adjoin a thing already completed in its own order but measured
by still other extrinsic principles. John of St. Thomas distin-
guishes these two types of mode in regard to the Aristotelian
categories of being.

Briefly I say this . . . that modes are in a twofold division. Certain
ones . . . pertain to the very constitution or completion of any
thing or its nature, as the constitution of substance is accomplished
through a union (which is a mode) and completed through sub-
sistence (which is another distinct mode), an accident through in-
herence, a quality through a grade of intensity or remissness . . .
and these modes are reduced to the predicament of the thing which
they compose or terminate by modifying. . . . The other modes,
pertaining neither to the constitution nor to the completion of a
thing but convening ouly from some extrinsic ratio or principle . . .

are capable of constituting predicaments, such as ubi, situs, etc.
70

7 Curs. Phil. (ed. Reiser; Turin: Marietti, 1930), Vol. I, Log,, II, p., q. 14, a. 1,
p. 502, b8,
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As we have seen, according to the doctrine of John of St.
Thomas sacramental grace pertains to the very completion of
the quality which is sanctifying grace and hence will only re-
ductively be placed in a category.

The reason why modes which only complete a form in its
own order do not constitute distinct predicaments is due to
the fact that one requirement for a thing to be a predicamental
being is that it be an ens completum, that is, that it constitute
a nature or quiddity.” Modes completing a form enter into
the very constitution of the thing they modify and do not con-
stitute a distinct being. On the contrary, modes resulting from
adjoinment to a form already completed in its own order, affect
an already constituted being, constitute a tertium quid in rela-
tion to the subject which they adjoin, and are thus predica-
mental accidents.

This distinction between modes which complete a being in
its own order and those which affect a being already completed
sharply accentuates the very reason for our difficulty in attain-
ing to a knowledge of the former type of modes. Our minds are
made to know the essence of things, that is, after the manner
of a totum ens. Hence, while considerable knowledge can be
gained concerning the modes which constitute predicaments, or
predicamental modes, the attainable knowledge of intrinsic
modes must be analogical. Consequently, in order to determine
whether the determination which results from the adjoining
of an extrinsic principle, a mode, is purely an exirinsic denomi-
nation or whether it implies a change instrinsic to the form
which it adjoins, it will be profitable to examine further the
nature of the predicamental modes.

While the predicamental modes are extrinsic demominations
insofar as they arise from a commensuration to an extrinsic
principle, it must not be admitted that they are wholly extrinsic
to the form which they adjoin. There is a twofold extrinsic
denomination. The first type is wholly extrinsic since it de-

 Ibid., 218.
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nominates without any change, e.g., a thing seen which is
denominated from vision. The second type of extrinsic denomi-
nation “ denominates by means of some application and mode
of itself to another, from which mutation or application there is
necessarily left something quasi-changed in that to which it is
applied . . . thus the principal denominator is the extrinsic
form from which the change originated but insofar as it is
applied to the actual informing of the other thing it is a
mode.” ”* Since the predicamental modes constitute a genus
of real being they cannot be purely extrinsic denominations,
which could not constitute such a genus, but they are extrinsic
in the second sense. In this type of denomination the intrinsic
change while bespeaking an essential order to and dependence
upon the concurrent extrinsic form ™ does not depend upon the
extrinsic form as upon a pure term but “ as upon a principle
and form from which it derives its denomination.” John of
St. Thomas concludes that the last six predicaments, precisely
as modes, are determinations affecting forms, although the de-
terminations arise from principles extrinsic to the form which
is modified and hence they are transcendental relations.™
Applying this concept to those modes which complete a
form in its own order, it can be said that a mode is not some-
thing entirely extrinsic but is a transcendental relation which
principally signifies something absolute in the form and which
72 Ibid., q. 19, a. 1, p. 621, b35.

7® Forma denominans non est solum forma extrinseca ut extrinsece manet, sed

ut relinquit ex sua adiacentia exteriori aliquam mutationem in re, quae non est sola
applicatio et conditio, sed ratio denominandi cum ordine et dependentia essentiali
ab extrinseco concurrente ad ipsam denominationem. Itaque si forma mediante in-
haerentia informat, resultat forma intrinseca in ratione informandi. Si mediante
aliguo modo, qui non sit inhaerentia, sed mutatio ex adiacentia relicta, est forma
non pure intrinseca mediante immutatione intrinseca, quae est ratio denominans
(Ibid., p. 624, a34) .

74 Ista praedicamenta dependere ab aliquo extrinseco existente, non ut a termino,
sicut relatio secundum esse, sed uf a principio et forma, a qua originetur vel circa
quam versatur denominatio. Kt iste respectus est secundum dici vel transcendentalis
quia, licet dependeat ab existentia-illius extrinseci, ut actu existenter denominet,
tamen quia essentialiter et per se a tali extrinseco dependet . . . ideo dicitur illa
relatio transcendentalis et secundum diei (Ibid., b33).
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arises from the adjoinment of an extrinsic principle upon which
it depends for denomination.

The Modal Distinction. There remains the problem of de-
termining the type of distinction which exists between the
mode and the thing modified. A real distinction is either abso-
lute or formal.”® The former is that which exists between two
individuals of a species, or between quality and quantity, ete.
The latter type of distinction is that which exists between some-
thing and its mode, i. e., between a tree and its place; or be-
tween two modes really identified with one object but modally
distinct. This is exemplified in the distinction which exists
between action and passion and between them and motion.™
Action and passion are really distinct since they constitute dis-
tinct predicaments. The fact that the real distinction between
them is not absolute but only modal is established from the
fact that in order for the reality of motion to be denominated
action, there is not required any new reality, but only that the
same reality be related to the agent as originating from it. Or it
is denominated passion in relation to its term. This relation,
since it is not a new reality, cannot be a predicamental rela-
tion but a transcendental relation. Action is consequently only
a mode, 1. e., not a new reality but a new relation and modi-
fication of the same thing.”” This fact is confirmed by the
example of one person striking another. In the same act by
which one strikes and another is struck, there is both action

® Distinctio realis dividitur in realem simpliciter, ut inter duas res, v. g., Petrum
et Paulum, quantitatem et qualitatem, ef in realem modalem seu formalem, ut inter
rem et modum, v.g. inter hominem et sessionem vel ubi, sive inter duos modos,
qui realiter identificantur cum subiecto, id est ab illo realiter non differunt, modaliter
autem distinguuntur (Ibid., q. 2, a. 3, p. 294, b24).

™ Actio et passio non distinguuntur sola distinctione ratione, sed distinctione
modali seu formali reali, tam inter se quam a motu (ibid., Vol. II, Phil. Nat.,
Ip., q.14,a.2, p. 300, a33).

" Quod vero distinctio istorum trium non sit nisi modalis, ex eo probatur, quia
ut realitas illa motus dicatur actio, non requiritur realitas superaddita, sed quod
cadem se habeat ad agens secundum rationem originis ab eo; solum ergo est modus
aliquis, non realitas distincta, sed eiusdem realitatis nova respicientia et modificatio
(Ibid., p. 301, a24).
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and passion by reason of the relation of the motion to the
origin of the motion and the recipient.’

The reality of this distinction of modes from their subject
is likewise illustrated in the case of wbi and situs. These two
modes or accidents of the subject can be changed without the
subject being essentially aflected or ceasing to exist; yet as
modes they are identified with the subject.”

Conclusion. The following conclusions summarize the doc-
trine on modes which has been set forth:

1. Since a mode follows upon the reception of one thing by
another, all created substantial and accidental being will have
mode.

2. The determination which is a mode, since it is affixed by a
measure, implies commensuration to an extrinsic principle.

3. Since the form is the received thing, the commensuration
or mode will fall upon the form.

4. Since the extrinsic principles of form are the material and
efficient causes, a mode implies commensuration to these causes.

5. Modes caused by the activity of created being are in-
trinsic or extrinsic, depending upon whether they complete the
form in its own order (intrinsic) or adjoin a form already
completed (extrinsic) .

6. A mode is not something entirely extrinsic but is a trans-
cendental relation which primarily signifies something abso-
lute resulting in the form from the adjoinment of an extrinsic
principle.

Definition. Interpreting the definition of St. Thomas that
“ a mode 1s a determination adjoining a thing ” in the light of

“® Kt constat etiam ex eo, quia eodem actu, quo impello vel percutio alterum, ille
dicitur percussus vel impulsus. Non ergo requiritur distinctus actus seu realitas, ut
motus sit actus activi et actus passivi, sed sufficit distincta modalitas (Ibid., p. 301,
a33) .

7® Haec enim est natura modorum, ut licet identificetur cum re, tamen possint
amitti vel desinere esse ipsa re permanente, licet non possint separatim existere sine
re, ut patent in ubi et situ et relationibus, quae amittuntur vel ponuntur subiecto
non pereunte, et tamen identificantur ut modi (Ibid., p. 303, ad5).
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these conclusions, it can be said that a mode is a determination
of a form, which determination implies a transcendental rela-
tion to its extrinsic causes, namely, material and efficient, and,
though the mode is identified with the thing it modifies, it ss
formally distinct.

Considering this complete definition of a mode there seems
to be no conflict between the teaching of St. Thomas concern-
ing sacramental grace and the opinion of John of St. Thomas
that sacramental grace is a mode of sanctifying grace. First,
sacramental grace as a mode is really and formally distinct
from sanctifying grace; secondly, while intrinsic to the form
of sanctifying grace, it does not affect the essential notes of the
form and hence does not vary the essential species and so pre-
serves the unicity of habitual grace; lastly, the mode explains
how sanctifying grace can accomplish distinct sacramental
effects while remaining essentially the same,

The problem which remains to be solved is to account for
the existence and diversity of the new mode in sanctifying
grace which is caused through the sacramental instrumentality.
We shall try to show that the sclution of this problem rests
upon the fact that since a mode implies a commensuration to
the efficient cause, any limitation of this efficiency necessarily
affects the mode which the principal efficient agent can pro-
duce in the resulting form. In the following section the role of
mnstruments in determining the efliciency of the principal agent
will be examined in order to set forth the instrument’s role in
the production of a new mode in the effect.

B. EFFICIENT INSTRUMENTALITY

Our purpose here is limited to an examination of the essential
characteristics of efficient instrumentality in order to demon-
strate how this type of causality modifies the activity of the
principal efficient cause and, in doing, so, produces its own
modality in the effect. Secondarily, the exposition includes a
treatment of those elements of efficient instrumentality which
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offer the greatest difficulty to understanding how this type of
instrumentality can be properly applied to the sacraments.

Principal and Instrumental Efficiency. The efficient cause is
divided by reason of subordination into principal and instru-
mental cause. The former is an efficient cause which acts in
virtue of its own proper power, as the writer who uses a pen;
the latter acts not by reason of its own proper power, but
insofar as it is moved by the principal efficient cause as the pen
used by the writer. When it is said that the principal cause
acts by its own proper power, that power is meant which is
permanent in the principal cause and proper to its very nature.
Causes are termed principal precisely because they move with-
out being moved: movens non mota.®

An mstrument in the wide acceptation of the term is taken
to signify any type of causal subordination. Consequently, in
this wide acceptation, instrumentality can be applied to any
combination of diverse causes, insofar as one is subordinated
to the other ministerially. This would include the subordina-
tion which exists between the motion of God as primary prin-
cipal cause and man as secondary principal cause in the pro-
duction of human actions.® The term instrument, however, is
properly taken in a more hmited sense as applying to three
particular types of instrumental causality, namely, moral, logi-
cal and physical instrumentality.

The moral instrument, which John of St. Thomas calls a
metaphorical instrument, is that which moves an efficient cause
by way of final causality.®® As an illustration of this type of

8¢ Dicuntur causae principales, quatenus effectus a causa producitur seu princi-
paliter movetur a virtute propria agentis, non a motione accepta ab alia causa, et
ideo formaliter loquendo causa efficiens principalis movet non mota, in quantum agit
(movet) virtute propria (non mota seu motione accepta) (¥. X. Marquart, Ele-
menta Philosophiae, [Paris: Blot, 1987], Tom. I, pt. 2, p. 223).

5t De Pot., q. 3, a. 7.

82 Omittimus in praesenti instrumenta moralia, quae ut instrumenta sint, non
requirunt aliquid reale sibi superadditum, sed sufficit aliqua denominatio extrinseca,
v. g., aliquod pactum vel designatio aut praesentia, ad cuius positionem causa phy-

sica operatur, et sic tale instrumentum solum se habet ut conditic requisita et me-
tapherico modo dicitur instrumentum (Cursus Phil., Vol. I, p. 513, b2l).

3
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causality St. Thomas cites the traditional example of the lead
coin, which, though it has no intrinsic value itself, has, from
the edict of the ruler, the effect of moving the ruler to grant
the holder of it certain favors. Its causality is presupposed to
the actual operation of the efficient cause.

The logical instrument is a sign and, as such, leads the one
observing it to a knowledge of the object for which the sign
stands. The sign consequently exercises the same type of caus-
ality as any other knowable object, namely, that of extrinsic
formal causality.

The physical instrument is an instrument from which there
flows an effect, a physical reality, by reason of its subordination
to a principal efficient cause to which it ministers and by which
it is moved. Since this type of instrument exercises its minis-
terial activity in the order of efficient causality, it alone can be
properly termed an efficient instrument.

The Instrument Attains an Effect Beyond its own Power.
St. Thomas points out that whether the instrumental cause
attains to the ultimate perfection of the form which the prin-
cipal agent produces or only to the disposition for the form,
in every case it acts beyond the power which belongs to it
according to its own nature.** The reason for this is manifest.
If the instrument did not attain an effect beyond its proper
power, the effect would be attributed to the instrument as to a
principal cause and it would not require movement from
another to produce its effect.

Yet this aspect of instrumentality does not furnish a suf-
ficient basis for distinguishing an instrumental cause from a
principal cause. There are cases where the principal agents
attain effects which are beyond their proper nature but this
does not make such principal causes instruments, Man, for
example, is the principal agent in the production of super-
natural acts, since these acts proceed from infused habits. The
fact that the instrument attains an effect superior to its own

8 IV Sent., d. 1, g. 1, a. 4.
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nature while a necessary condition of true instrumentality is
not the essential characteristic of such causality.

The Formal Constitutive of Efficient Instrumentality. An
instrument, properly so called, performs a function to which it
is directed by the principal cause, and one which of itself it
does not possess the power to perform. For this reason an
instrument is defined as an agent which is raised by the power
of the principal cause or agent to produce an effect of a higher
order than its own nature, and one which is proportionate to
the power of the principal cause alone. Hence the formal aspect
of instrumental causality consists in its operating as moved
by the principal agent.®* It is this dependence of the instru-
ment on the principal cause which underlies St. Thomas’
dictum: “ Est ratio instrumenti in quantum est instrumentum,
ut moveat motum.” *

Although a secondary principal cause needs to be moved
from first to second act in order to operate, this motion of the
primary principal cause 1s only the condition for the operation
of the secondary principal cause and not the formal constitutive
of the causality of the secondary principal cause as is the case
with instrumental causality. St. Thomas writes, “ An instru-
mental cause does not act through the power of its own form,
but only through the motion by which it is moved by the prin-
cipal cause, whence the effect is not attributed to the instru-
ment but to the principal cause.” *® Again he says that there is
no motion in the instrument unless it is moved by the principal
agent which is the essential mover.*” In the Contra Gentiles he

St Propria et formalis ratio causae instrumentalis, ut distinguitur a principali,
consistit in eo, quod operetur ut mota a principali agente (John of St. Thomas, op.
cit., Vol. I, p. 515, b43).

85 JT Cont. Gent., c. 21.

6 Summa Theol., III, q. 62, a. 1.

87 Instrumentum enim ut dictum est, non operatur nisi inquantum motum a prin-
cipali agente, quod per se operatur, et ideo virtus principalis agentis habet permanens
et completum esse in natura, virtus autem instrumentalis habet esse transiens ex uno
in aliud et incompletum, sicut et motus est actus imperfectus ab agente in patiens

(Ibid., a. 4).
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insists that the instrument operates through the manner of
motion and states that this is the distinctive formality of its
causality .

The Instrumental Power. From the above it follows that
there is received in the instrument, after the manner of a
motion, a power derived from the principal cause. This motion
enables the instrument to truly attain the effect of the prin-
cipal cause, which effect exceeds the proper power of the instru-
ment itself. This instrumental power which is received by
the instrument from the principal agent is a transitory entity
which begins and ends with the action for which it is given,
and which is received intrinsically by the instrument which it
perfects. Being thus something which is intrinsically received,
it affects the nature of the mnstrument; and so it is said to be a
natural or physical entity as opposed to a moral one which
acts from without.®® Further, such a physical or transitory
assistance communicated to the instrument by the principal
cause, being essentially a transitory and passing help given to
the mstrument for the purpose of action, is called a motion;
and, since it is presupposed to the action of the instrument, a
premotion.

What is the nature of this transient power in instances in
which corporeal instruments might be used for the production
of spiritual effects? It cannot be corporeal or there would

88 Loc. cit.

% This doctrine of St. Thomas rules out the possibility of there being in the
instrument an active obediential potency. To conceive of the obediential potency as
having an active character would be to place the instrument in first act. The power
it receives from the primary principal agent would be merely the condition for
its own operation much the same as the relation between primary and secondary
principal agents. An active obediential potency would make the instrument posi-
tively ordered to the effect of the principal agent, and would thus rule out the
possibility of there being any physical instruments with respect to supernatural
effects. Nor would mere extrinsic assistance suffice to explain instrumental causality
while preserving the notion of a true instrument. If the subordination of the
instrument to the principal cause were extrinsic, the only effect which would truly
proceed from the instrument would be that which is proportionate to its own proper
power.
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exist no proportion between it and the effect produced. On
the other hand, it does not seem that a corporeal subject is
capable of receiving a spiritual power. St. Thomas replies:
“ The power is neither properly corporeal nor incorporeal, for
corporeal and incorporeal are the differences of complete being,
but this power is properly spoken of as being to an incorporeal
effect, just as motion is spoken of as to being rather than «
being.” *° The instrumental power in question ought to be
proportionate to the effect and not to the subject receiving
the power because by its means the subject is elevated to at-
tain an effect beyond its proper power. If the power were
bodily merely because it was received in a corporeal subject,
it would be impossible to explain a spiritual effect attained by
such an instrument.

The difficulty which some experience in understanding how
a spiritual power can inhere in a corporeal instrument arises
from a misinterpretation of the transient nature of instrumental
power. To understand the term “ transient” to mean merely
of short duration and the term “ permanent ” of long duration
is only an accidental consideration. The power should rather
be conceived of as transient and incomplete or permanent and
complete by reason of the special task which it accomplishes.
Thus a permanent and complete power is primarily given to
constitute a subject as the principal agent, whereas the tran-
sient and incomplete power is given to subordinate one sub-
ject to another as serving the former in the attainment of its
effect.” Thus such a transient power, even though ordained
to a supernatural effect, can be subjected in a corporeal sub-
ject, not absolutely, but insofar as that subject is capable of
being used by a spiritual power for the attainment of a spiritual
effect.”®

® De Ver., q. 27, a. 4, ad 5.

®1 Nec intelligimus nomine virtutis transeuntis et permanentis virtutem, quae parvo
tempore vel multo duret, hoc enim per accidens est, sed intelligitur virtus transiens
et permanens completa vel incompleta ratione muneris et officii, quod exercet (John
of St. Thomas, op. cit., Vol. I, q. 26, a. 1, p. 520 a34).

®2 Nihil tamen prohibet in corpore esse virtutem spiritualem instrumentalem,
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The Proper Action of the Instrument. The instrument when
elevated by the principal agent to an effect beyond its proper
power nevertheless requires some action proper to itself. With
regard to the use of instruments by created agents, the neces-
sity for this proper activity is readily uunderstood. Creatures
use instruments precisely because of the imperfection of their
nature. A sculptor is incapable of producing an image in marble
unless he employs some instrument which will assist him in
overcoming the resistant quality of the marble. * Because an
instrument is not sought for its own sake, but for the sake of
the end, a thing is better, not for being a greater instrument
but for being more adapted to the end.” ** But since God does
not use instruments to attain a spiritual effect because of
any dependence upon the proper operation of the instrument,
the question arises as to the necessity for a proper action in
corporeal instruments used by God.

St. Thomas replies that even in these cases the instrument
must have its own proper activity if the true concept of instru-
mentality is to be preserved. It must be remembered that
when the instrument receives the tramsient power from the
principal cause, the nature of the instrument is intrinsically
affected and in the very operation of its own power the effect
of the principal agent is accomplished.®* It is this fact which
rules out the possibility of there being an mstrument m crea-
tion. Creation presupposes no subject; it is the production of
something from nothing. But a created instrument, even under
divine influence, must have a subject upon which it exercises its

inquantum seilicet corpus potest moveri ab aliqua substantia spirituali ad aliquem
effectum spiritualem inducendum (Summa Theol., IIL. q. 62, a. 4, ad 1).

¢ Ibid., TI-I1, q. 188, a. 7, ad 1.

°¢ Instrumentum habet duas actiones: unam instrumentalem, secundum guam
operatur non In virtute propria, sed in virtute principalis agentis: aliam autem habet
actionem propriam, quae competit ei secundum propriam formam, sicut securi
competit scindere ratione suae acuitatis, facere autem lectum, In quantum est
instrumentum artls; non autem perficit instrumentalem actionem, nisi exercendo
actionem propriam, scindendo enim facit lectum. (Ibid., a. 1, ad 2) Sed diligenter
consideranti apparet hoc esse impossibile. Nam actic slicuius, etiamsi sit eilus ut
instrumenti, oportet ut ab elus potentis egrediatur (De Pot., q. 8, a. 4).
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proper activity. Consequently, for an instrumental cause to
exercise its ministerial function, it is necessary that there be
some proper action which it administers and, insofar as it is
elevated, this action attains something beyond its proper effect.

Nor 1s it necessary that the instrument by this proper action
produce in the subject of the effect a term distinct from that
of the principal agent. To be a true efficient instrument it suf-
fices that in using the instrument the principal agent conform
his action to the manner of operation which pertains to the
instrument. This is a most important distinction because it
marks the difference between the use of instruments by God
and by created agents. Many have been deceived by inter-
preting the words of St. Thomas, “ dispositive operari,” to mean
“ operari dispositionem.” %

Created agents, as we have said, make use of instruments to
assist them in the attainment of desived effects and they choose
the instrument whose operation will be most suitable for the
attainment of that effect. Created agents employ instruments
since they do not have the power over the nature of the sub-
ject of the effect. Likewise, created agents do not have the
power over the nature of the instruments which they employ
and must consequently modify their activity in conformity
with the form of the instrument.

When the principal cause takes hold of the instrument, the latter,
in the very motion it receives, restricts and determines to its own
form the force which passes through it. Consequently, it impresses
its particular mark on the final result. The principal cause is
obliged, in its action, to yield to the exigencies of the instrument, to
adapt itself to it, to let itself be determined and influenced by if;
and this determining influence is necessarily found in the effect.

It is the role of the instrument thus to impose itself on the principal
cause, and to canalize its action.?®

% Quod instrumentum debet dispositive operari ad affectum principalis agentis,
per ly dispositive non intelligit aliquid transiens ad ipsum effectum, aut subjectum
ejus, sed aliguid quid disponitur intra se instrumentum, seu sit capax motionis
principalis agentis ad effectum, quia non potest illam motionem accipere, nisi ali-
quid agendo (John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theol., t. IX, De Sacramentis, q. 62, a.
24, a. 1; p. 208).

%8 C. V. Héris, The Mystery of Christ (Westminster: Newman, 1950), p. 82.
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Since the mode of the effect, as indicated in the previous chap-
ter, depends upon the commensuration to its efficient cause, the
Limitation of the efficiency by the instrument necessarily affects
the mode of the effects. Indeed, the artist chooses the better
of two pianos to play a masterpiece because the mode of the
instrument will be reflected in the effect. The instrument of
the created agent does then produce in the effect a term dis-
tinct at least modally from the effect of the principal agent.

While even in the use of instruments by divine power there
must be some proper activity on the part of the instrument, all
that is required is that the instrument limit the mode of opera-
tion of God. He, as it were, adopts his activity to the operation
of the created instrument for the production of the effect. God
is not limited, however, in attaining His effect by reason of the
particular form of the instrument. He can use any instrument
to attain any effect insofar as it does not involve a contradic-
tion. As we have pointed out, the created agent must act in
accordance with the exterior properties of things, 1.e., from
without. God acts on the very being of the thing which he uses.
While it must be kept in mind that even God must be limited
in His activity by the operation of the instrument, He does not
choose one instrument in preference to another because there is
any positive ordination in it to attain a spiritual effect.

It is as being, and not because it is such a being that God deigns
to make use of it. In the respect, there is a proportion between the
instrument elevated by Divine Power and everything that can be
produced in the order of being. . . . Thus there are no effects, even
supernatural, which cannot be brought about by created instru-
ments in the hands of God.?"

Created instruments used by God in the production of super-
natural effects, while diversifying the mode of His action
through their diverse proper operations and thus fulfilling the
essential conditions for true efficient instrumentality, are not
capable of producing in the supernatural effect any mode com-

*7 Ibid., p. 85. Cf. C. Spicq, O.P. “Les Sacrements sont cause instrumentale per-
fective de la grace,” Divus Thomas (Piac.), XXXII (1929), p. 352.
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mensurate to their natural form. God is not limited by their
proper operation as regards the effect and there is no propor-
tion between the natural form of such an instrument and the
effect produced through its ministerial activity. If, then, there
is to be an instrument which produces a mode in a supernatural
effect, the form of that instrument must be proportioned to the
effect. Since the supernatural effect can only be produced by a
supernatural agent, the form of the instrument proportioned
to such an effect must likewise be received from a supernatural
agent. If the proper operation of the created instrument must
modify not only His activity in accordance with the natural
operation of the created instrument but also the very divine
power which is communicated to the instrument in order that
the effect produced will be commensurate with the significa-
tion He has imposed upon the mnstrument. It is in this respect
that the sacraments differ from all other forms of divine
activity. QOur next task is to explain the theory that there
is a divine power transiently communicated to the sacraments
to make them true efficient instruments, and, secondly, that
the effect produced through their instrumentality is limited by
their supernatural signification, the formal element of the sacra-
mental instrument, producing in sanctifying grace the new
mode which is termed “ sacramental grace.”

Principle I: Diverse Instruments Produce Diverse Modes

A mode 1mplies a commensuration of a form to its extrinsic
principles, namely, efficient and material causes. Any limita-
tion of these principles will consequently produce in the form
measured by them a determination or mode commensurate to
such limitation.

An efficient instrument employed by a created agent limits
the efficiency of such an agent to the proper operation of the
instrumental form. In receiving the influx of the principal
agent, the instrument exercises a determining causality upon
the principal agent, leaving in the power it receives from that
agent a commensuration to its own form. The modification
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produced will necessarily vary in accordance with the diverse
form of the instrument. Since the mode in the effect will re-
flect any modification produced on the principal eflicient cause,
diverse instruments produce a diverse mode in the ensuing
effect, which mode is commensurate to the instrumental form.

Though created instruments used by God in the production
of supernatural effects are not capable of producing in the
effect any mode commensurate to the natural form of the
instrument, when such instruments have a supernatural form
proportionate to the effect, which form limits the divine power,
such instruments will produce a mode in the supernatural effect.

C. SACRAMENTAL INSTRUMENTALITY

Theological Foundations. The doctrine of sacramental caus-
ality proposed by St. Thomas in the Summa Theologicge was
indeed an inovation when compared to the theories which
were then being taught. But it ceases to be an innovation
when studied in the light of tradition. The Angelic Doctor
ever sought to evolve a doctrine soundly rooted in authority.
Seldom has this eminent quality of his teaching been so mani-
fest as 1t is in this question of sacramental causality. In the
Sentences, lacking a mature doctrine of his own, he expounded
the theory of dispositive causality because “ this seems more
in conformity with the doctrine of theologians and the saints.” *®
In his rejection of the theory of occasional causality, he appeals
to the authority of the Saints.®® Thus it was St. Thomas’ pur-
pose in proposing the theory of efficient instrumentality to
explain satisfactorily the doctrine of faith concerning sacra-
mental efficacy. Although it is not our purpose here to elabo-
rate completely on the positive theological foundations of this
theory, a brief glance at several scriptural and patristic texts

"IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4.

%% Becundum hoc igitur sacramenta novae legis nihil plus essent quam signa
gratiae: cum tamen ex multis Sanctorum auctoritatibus habeatur quod sacramenta
novae legis non solum significant, sed causant gratiam (Summa Theol., ITI, q. 62,
a. 1).
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enables one to see how this theory explains these texts in their
most proper sense.

Christ speaks of the efficacy of Baptism in his conversation
with Nicodemus: * Amen, amen I say to thee, unless a man be
born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into
the kingdom of God.” ** Accepted in its most proper sense,
this text refers to Baptism of water and implies from the use
of the single preposition “of ¥ (in Latin, “ ex ) and the par-
ticle “and” in a conjunctive sense that there is a twofold
principle in the production of grace, namely, water and the
Holy Ghost. Since the material element cannot be the principal
cause, it must be concluded that the water 1s the instrumental
cause and the Holy Spirit the principal efficient cause in the
production of baptismal grace. To accept the word “ and ” as
used disjunctively forces a metaphorical interpretation and
would twist the text to mean that just as water cleanses ex-
teriorly, so the Holy Spirit cleanses interiorly. Such an exegesis
would run contrary to tradition which has always accepted this
text as referring to the sacrament of Baptism. If the words of
St. Paul, ©“ He saved us through the bath of regeneration and
renewal by the Holy Spirit,” *** were interpreted in the light
of moral causality, it would likewise force a metaphorical inter-
pretation and the word “and ” would be used disjunctively.
According to this theory the sacramental instrument is in the
order of moral cause while the Holy Spirit works efficiently.
Even Cardinal Franzelin was compelled to admit that moral
causality could not fully and sufficiently explain the words of
Christ that “ unless you eat the fiesh of the Son of Man and
drink His blood, you shall not have life in you,” *2 for it implies
a sanctifying power intrinsic to the material elements of the
sacrament.

In patristic sources, as in the Scriptures, one will look in
vain for any explicit treatment of the nature of sacramental
causality, yet the examples used by the Fathers and their de-

1% John 3: 5. 1Pt 8 5. 192 John 6: 54.
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fense of the intrinsic power of the material elements in the
sacraments to sanctify can only properly be understood by
means of the transient vis proper to true efficient instrumen-
tality. Thus St. Basil responds to the heretics who said the
water would be equal to God if it possessed the power of sancti-
fication: “ The grace which is in the water is not from the
nature of the water, but from the presence of the Holy
Spirit.” *** While the heretics argued that the water is noth-
ing more than a simple sign, Basil held that there is in the
water some power productive of grace. St. Gregory of Nyssa
compares the baptismal water to the semen which is the  causa
hominis effectriz,” *** which would imply a true intrinsic
efficacy. St. Cyril of Alexandria drew an analogy between the
effect of water heated by fire and water used in Baptism. As
the effect of the heated water is not other than the manner in
which fire itself heats, so the water used in Baptism is re-
fashioned to a divine power.**

In the West Tertullian, in reply to a certain Quintilla who
was denying the efficacy of baptismal water, answered: “Is
it not proper to divine action to combine power with simplicity?
God really imparted to the water that wonderful eficacy, which
some refuse to admit.” **® St. Ambrose likewise testified to the
intrinsic power of water to sanctify: “ It may seem impossible
that water can blot out sin . . . but what was impossible, God,
who alone can grant grace, made possible.” 2

While the Fathers were not speaking in a strict philosophical

198 8i quae est in aqua gratia, non ex aquae natura est, sed ex praesentia Spiritus
(On the Holy Spirit, ¢. 15; PG XXXII, 127).

%4 Oration on the Baptism of Christ; PG XLVI, 479.

1% Quemadmodum viribus ignis intensius aqua calefacta non aliter urit quam
ipse ignis; sic Spiritus Sancti operatione aqua qua baptizati corpus aspergitur,
reformatur ad divinam virtutem et potentiam (Commentary on John, bk. 2, 3: 5;
PG LXXIIT, 243).

106 . . quae denegas Deo proprietates suas, simplicitatem et potestatem. (Quid
ergo? nonne mirandum est lavacro dilui mortem?) (On Baptism, c. 1; PL I, 1309).

%7 Tmpossible videbatur ut peccatum ablueret aqua . . . sed quod impossible
erat, fecit Deus esse possible, qui tantum nobis donavit gratiam (On Penance, c. 2;
PL XVI, 499).
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sense, their constant use of examples of efficient instrumen-
tality makes it seem clear that they intended to attribute a
true efficient causality to the material element in the sacra-
ments.

Nor can the decrees of the Councils of Florence and Trent
be understood in their proper sense except by attributing to
the sacraments a true efficiency. These Councils taught that
the sacraments confer and contain grace.*® If the system of
moral causality were applied to interpret this text, its mean-
ing would be that the sacraments signify the grace which God
alone confers; the sacraments themselves would not properly
confer the grace. The Council of Trent spoke of the sacra-
ments as having a vis or power and taught that in the Eucharist
the conversion takes place by the force of the words.**® Accord-
ing to the theory of moral causality, the power would be solely
m God. Melchior Cano stated that the majority of the theo-
logians at the Council of Trent favored the doctrine of St.
Thomas.**® Thus, though the Fathers of this Council had no
intention of explicitly proposing a specific doctrine of causality,
they chose terminology which can only be most aptly inter-
preted in the light of true efficient instrumentality.

As John of St. Thomas points out, the theological reasons
for this theory of causality can only be reasons of convenience,
since the sacramental causality of grace is dependent upon the
will of God.** The first of these reasons is the necessity of
attributing to the sacraments of the New Law a type of causality
which surpasses that of the sacraments of the Old Law. The
sacraments of the Old Law possessed a moral causality, and
Circumcision at least conferred grace ex opere operato passive.
In order, therefore, that the sacraments of the New Law be
distinguished from those of the Old Law, an intrinsic power

18 Cone. Flor., Decr. pro Armen.; Denz. 695. Cone. Trid., sess. 7, can. 6;
Denz. 849.

190 Cone. Trid., sess. 7, can. 1, de Baptismo; Denz. 857. Sess. 18, can. 3; Denz.
876.

110 Relectio de Sacramentis (Madrid, 1764) P. IV, 1, 2; pp. 425-434.

122 Op. cit., t. IX, q. 62, d. 24, a. 1, n. 551; p. 271.
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ought to be attributed to them in order that they may truly be
said to confer the grace which they contain. Moreover, it
seems that they should possess a causality similar to the
physical instrumentality of the Humanity of Christ. Finally
other theories of sacramental causality fail to remove the sacra-
ments from the order of signification insofar as they limit the
causality to that of extrinsic formal or final causality.

Objections to the Theory of Efficient Instrumentality. One
of the principal objections to the doctrine that the sacraments
are efficient instruments in the production of grace is based on
the teaching that grace is created and hence does not permit
of the use of any instrument in its becoming. This objection
is alleged to arise from the authority of St. Thomas himself.**?
The fact is, however, that the proper object of creation is a
subsistent being.!*® The fact that grace is not a subsistent
being but rather an accident inhering in a substance can be
deduced from the words of the Council of Trent: “ Men ought
to be justified by grace and charity, which is poured forth
through the Holy Spirit, and inheres in their hearts.” *** Since
grace 1s dependent in being upon the pre-existence of its sub-
ject, it cannot properly be the term of creation.

A search of St. Thomas’ writings reveals that St. Thomas at
least three times expressly denies that grace is created, and in
none of his works is there expressly stated that the doctrine of
the creation of grace is his own opinion, On the contrary, St.
Thomas is careful to avoid even the expression “ creation of
grace,” which was in common usage among theologians of his

time.1®

*12 8. Thomas docet instrumentum attingere gratiam in se; sed objicies primo, loca
illa D. Thomae supra relata in quibus aperte dicit non operari instrumentum ipsam
gratiam, secundum entitatem suam, sed aliquid praevium ad illam, quam sententiam
non apparet D. Thomam alibi retractasse (Ibid., n. 298; p. 208).

112 Summa Theol., I, q. 45, a. 4.

14 Per Spiritum Sanctum caritas Dei diffunditur in cordibus eorum qui iustifi-
cantur, atque ipsis inhaeret (Denz. 800).

16 M. Tuyaerts, 0. P., “ Utrum S. Thomas Causalitatem Sacramentorum Respectu
Gratiae Mere Dispositivam Unquam Docuerit,” Angelicum, VIII, 2 (1981), 180.



SACRAMENTAL GRACES: MODES OF SANCTIFYING GRACE 357

Another argument frequently lodged against the theory of
the efficient causality of the sacraments is that no corporeal
instrument can attain to the very entity of grace as this exceeds
the proper object of the instrument. Moreover, it seems that
an instrument should dispose the subject for the reception of
the effect of the principal agent and the sacraments do not dis-
pose the soul for the reception of grace. As St. Thomas writes,
“ An instrumental cause does not participate in the action of
the principal cause unless it dispositively operates for the effect
of the principal agent through something proper to itself.” *¢
To this reasoning it must be conceded that no corporeal instru-
ment can act beyond its natural object by its proper power,
but this does not prevent it from attaining a more noble effect
msofar as it is moved by the power of a superior agent. In
an instrument a threefold object must be distinguished. The
first 1s the object of its proper power according to which it can
act as a principal agent. The second object extends to the
natural agent as it is the instrument of a superior natural
power. Finally, insofar, as the natural agent is moved by an
infinite agent, God Himself, there is not required any propor-
tion to the effect attained, but only an obediential potency
which is nothing other than its non-repugnance to being used
by God for any purpose. Thus the sacraments can attain to
grace insofar as they are moved by the divine power of the
principal agent who 1s God.

As for the confirmation of this argument that the instrument
must dispose the subject for the reception of the action of the
principal agent, it has been pointed out that the instrument
does not require a distinct term. All that is required is that the
mstrument does operate and that the action proceeds from its
potency. As long as the action proceeds according to the dis-
position and manner of action of the instrument, the instru-
ment is said to operate dispositively.”” As explained in treat-
ing of the nature of true efficient instrumentality, the tran-

118 Summa Theol., I, q. 45, a. 5.
117 John of St. Thomas, ep. cit., n. 319; p. 213.
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siently received power must proceed from the potency of the
instrument if it is to be a true instrument. In the sacraments
the operation of the divine power presupposes and is limited
to the manner of operation of the material elements, i.e., to
the pouring of the water in Baptism. The sacramental instru-
ments thus operate dispositively.

To understand how the sacraments can be said to touch the
very entity of grace demands a clear notion of instrumental
causality. The power of the principal agent is communicated
to the instrument after the manner of a motion. Thus grace,
as an effect, depends upon a divine power and this divine
power is communicated to the instrument. The effect which
is attained by the divine power is also attained by the power
of the instrument. Since the instrument does not act through
a proper form communicated to it but by means of the instru-
mental power transiently received from God who is the prin-
cipal cause, the nstrument can exercise an action which attains
the effect. This is the formal reason why St. Thomas attributes
a perfect efficient instrumentality to the sacraments in the
production of grace, i.e., the instrumental action by which
they attain the entity of grace is the same divine power which
attains the entity of grace, but it is in the sacraments by way
of a transient motion.

It is also argued that since the sacraments are. corporeal,
they cannot be the subject of a spiritual power. While it must
be admitted that a complete and permanent spiritual power
cannot adhere in a corporeal subject, there is no repugnance to
such a subject receiving a transient and incomplete spiritual
power, just as the human voice is said to have a spiritual
power. Since the instrumental power is of this nature, there
is no incongruity in attributing such an incomplete spiritual
power to the sacraments.'® Furthermore, the instrumental
power of the sacraments is not properly said to be spiritual.
It is only reductively so insofar as it is reduced to the genus

128 Summa Theol., I1L, q. 62, a. 4.
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of its principle, which is the complete power of God, or as it is
reduced to the genus of its term, which is grace.

Nor can it be objected that since the sacraments do not
touch the soul itself, the contact necessary for causality is lack-
ing. While it must be granted that there is not a contact of
supposit between the material element of the sacrament and
the soul of the recipient, there is contact of sacramental
power.**® It is true that there must be some immediate con-
tact with the subject of the effect in order that a principal
agent reach its term, but it is not necessarily required that
his contact be by the immediacy of a quantitative contact of
the instrument. When natural principal causes are not present
to the subject of the effect, at least when they are not present
under the formal aspect of cause, they require instruments in
order that their power be communicated to the subject. In this
case it is required that the instrument make contact with the
subject of the effect either by a quantitative contact or through
some other medium. If all contact is lacking to the instrument,
the effect will not be accomplished. The power of God, how-
ever, because of His immensity, is intimately present to all
things and it is not required that it be rendered present to the
subject of the supernatural effect by means of quantitative
contact with the subject of the effect. Nor must the instru-
ment of the divine power be present to the subject of the effect
by an immediacy of supposit, but merely by reason of its
instrumental power. The sacraments directly attain the effect
by the divine power which they modify, even though a quanti-
tative contact with the subject of the effect, the human soul,
is lacking. Thus the phantasm, a material thing, does not have
any quantitative contact with the possible intellect but exer-
cises its instrumental power by modifying the power of the
agent intellect.

*° Praesentia corporea, seu indistantia quoad guantitatem, dicitur contactus molis,
qui obtinetur inter corpora contigua, id est quorum extrema sunt simul. Praesentia
vero spirituum, qui in corpora agunt, dicitur analogice contactus, seu contactus
virtutis, ad designandum indistantiam virtutis agentis spiritualis in passum cor-
poreum (F. X. Maquart, Elementa Philosophiae, II, p. 106).

4
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The opponents of the theory of efficient instrumentality
believed that the common doctrine of reviviscence presented
an insurmountable objection to this theory. According to the
doctrine of reviviscence when some of the sacraments are re-
ceived with an obstacle to grace, if the sacrament be validly
received, grace is produced when the obstacle is removed.
The question then arose;: how can the sacraments produce
grace efficiently when the rite has ceased to exist? While the
problem is too complex to be given a full treatment here, a
most satisfactory solution to this problem was offered by Father
Marin-Sola, O.P.** His explanation, which its author claims
is merely a perfecting of the doctrine of John of St. Thomas,
is that every sacrament produces some physical modification
in the Baptismal character in which the sacrament virtually
endures. In the case of Confirmation and Holy Orders this
modification is perpetual and indelible, and hence these sacra-
ments can always revive. In the case of Matrimony and Ex-
treme Unction this modification is temporary, and, as long as
it remains, this modification can be elevated by God to be
the instrument for the efficient causality of grace. Since the
modification produced by Holy Eucharist and Penance is tran-
sient, these sacraments cannot revive. This theory is founded
upon the fact that the Baptismal character is a passive physical
potency for the reception of the other sacraments and it is
modified through their reception as a physical potency through
the reception of its proper act.

Conclusion. Thus the sacraments possess the necessary con-
ditions for being efficient instruments in the production of
sanctifying grace: they receive an influx of divine power and
modify the operation of the principal agent, God Himself,
through their own proper operation and thus virtually attain
the effect produced in the soul. In attributing this type of
causality to the sacraments of the New Law, St. Thomas con-
formed his teaching to the most proper sense of scriptural and

120 “Proponitur nova solutio ad conciliandam causalitatem physiciam - sacra-
mentoruin cum eorum reviviscentia,” Divus Thomas (Frib.), TII (1825), 49-63.
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patristic texts concerning sacramental efficacy and adequately
distinguished them from the “ weak and beggarly elements ” ***
of the Old Law.

The fact remains, however, that despite their modification
of the manner of operation of the divine power, the physical
form of the material elements does not limit or measure the
effect produced in the soul. There is no proportion between
this effect and the physical form of the sacramental elements.
Consequently, in order to explain this modification of grace,
the efficient instrumentality of the sacraments cannot be
divorced from its subordination to the sacramental significa-
tion which is the formal element to be considered. The limita-
tion of this instrumental power is thus explained by its rela-
tionship to the sacraments as signs.

D. THE PROPER FORM OF THE SACRAMENTAL INSTRUMENT

Supernatural effects produced by God through the use of
corporeal instruments do not necessarily leave in the effects
which result from their instrumentality any mode commen-
surate to their natural forms. The only proportion that is
required between the corporeal instrument which God employs
and the effect to be attained is the being of the instrument.
The natural form of corporeal elements in the sacraments can-
not therefore limit or modify the divine power passing through
them except as to the manner of operation, Consequently, if
the sacraments do produce a new mode in the sanctifying grace
received through their instrumentality, they must in some way
exercise a determining causality upon the divine power so that
there will result in the effect a commensuration to the proper
instrumental form.

It has been established that according to the doctrine of St.
Thomas the sacraments are true efficient instruments in the
production of sanctifying grace. It will now be our endeavor
to establish that when such instrumentality is joined to a prac-

12 Gal. 42 9.
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tical sign of the supernatural effect, as is the case with the
sacraments, the causality of the sign is not limited to the order
of extrinsic formal or final cause, i.e., the order of significa-
tion, but by reason of their conjunction in the sacramental
artefact the signification is the proper form of the sacramental
instrument and exercises a determining causality in the order
of efficiency. Since, as has been shown, such an instrumental
form, in limiting the efficiency of the principal agent, produces
a new mode in the effect, the sacramental instrument likewise
produces a new mode in sanctifying grace by reason of its
proper form, the signification. In order to demonstrate this
argument it will be necessary to consider the nature and caus-
ality of signs as applied to the sacraments and the relation of
signification and causality in the sacramental instrument.

Nature and Causality of Signs. A sign formally consists in
an absolute relation, a relation secundum esse, to the thing
signified. Insofar as the sign is natural this relation is pre-
dicamental; if the signification be imposed by some agent ex-
terior to the sign, the relation of the sign to the thing signi-
fied is one of reason.'” But whether the relation of the sign
to the thing signified be predicamental or of reason like every
absolute relation it presupposes in the sign some foundation
for the relation. That foundation in the sign is its representa-
tion to a cognoscitive faculty, a transcendental relation. This
distinction between the absolute relation in which the sign
formally consists and the transcendental relation which is its
fundament is most important in reference to the causality of a
sign. The absolute relation in which the sign formally consists
possesses no causality; its whole essence consists in its order
to a term, namely, the thing signified. The causality of a sign
therefore rests upon the transcendental relation, the fundament
of the sign, which is signified in obliquo.

Three things are involved in making the presence of an object
known to the faculty: 1) the production of the species, which

122 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Phil., Vol. I, p. 2, q. 21, a. 1; pp. 647-650.
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takes place in the potency from the object or extrinsic sign;
2) the excitation of the potency to this production; 3) the
conjunction of this species with the potency to bring forth a
concept of the thing signified. There is no doubt that some
efficient cause is required for the production of the impressed
species, the exciting of the faculties, the production of the ex-
pressed species, etc. The question which must be solved is how
these acts depend upon the sign, that is, whether efficiently or
merely objectively as upon causes which specify extrinsically.

St. Thomas seems to have answered this question very clearly
in one brief statement: “ The eflicient principle of knowledge
is not signs, but reason proceeding from principles to conclu-
sions.” *** His response is based upon two facts. First, an
object, precisely as it manifests itself to a potency, is only in
the order of extrinsic formal causality. The efficiency by which
the sign is applied to the potency is from the knower. If the
object possesses any power to impress itself on the potency,
this power is material and accidental to it precisely as object.'**
The second fact is that the sign possesses the same type of
causality as the object, insofar as it stands in the place of the
principal object signified. It is for this reason that some signs
are called instrumental, not because they are an efficient instru-
ment but as an instrument in the order of formal cause, i.e.,
not informing as a species within the knowing power, but as
extrinsically representing an object. A formal sign, which
inheres in the potency, likewise does not enter into the order of
efficiency precisely as sign, but remains in the order of formal
causality. Thus the causality of both an instrumental sign and
formal sign, precisely as they are objects known, is that of
extrinsic formal cause. Their conjunction with the efficient
cause for the excitation of the faculty is accidental to their
formal causality and pertains to them as they are physical
realities.

128 De Verit., q. 11, a. 1, ad 4.

12¢e R X. Maquart, “De La Causalité du Signe,” Revue Thomiste, XXXII
{1927), 52-53.













































































































































































































































