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THE ROLE OF THE RECIPIENT AND SACRA-
MENTAL SIGNIFICATION

I

INTENTION AND SACRAMENTAL SIGNIFICATION

¥ T is the teaching of the Church that, in the measure that it
is possible, the subject must have an intention of receiving
M. a sacrament, under pain of invalid reception. The purpose
of this article is to investigate in the light of St. Thomas’ teach-
ing the precise ontological connection between this intention
and the sacrament. It will be maintained that in virtue of his
intention and (in the sacraments other than baptism) his
baptismal character the subject intervenes in the sacrament as
a material instrumental cause—a mode of causality that is to
be found only in the sacraments which are not merely efficient
causes but also, and primarily, signs of faith.

No such explicit conclusion is to be found in St. Thomas;
but it is, as it appears, indicated in his teaching that the char-
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acter is a participation in the priesthood of Christ and as such
reducible to the category of instrumental power. The Thomistic
commentators, with one exception, make little attempt to ex-
plain the instrumentality of the baptismal character. The
exception is John of St. Thomas who developed so fully the
symbolic concept of the sacraments. It is in dependence on the
notion that a sacrament is a sign, and therefore in dependence
on the first principle of St. Thomas’ sacramental theology, that
he explains the character. Before developing this line of thought
an examination must be made of the explicit teaching of St.
Thomas on the part played by the subject in the sacraments.

Commentary on the * Sentences”

In the preliminary discussion on the sacraments in general no
question or article is devoted to analyzing the acts of the
subject in relation to the sacrament. This is a matter that St.
Thomas reserves for treatment when he is dealing with those
sacraments that are perfected only when they are used. The
article on the constitution of the sacraments speaks of ““use”
and its relation to the essence of the sacrament; but it is clear
from the context that it is question of administration.*

More precise ideas are formulated in the discussion on bap-
tism. Distinguishing two effects of the sacrament, grace and
the character, St. Thomas says that, although the second is
given whether or not the will of the subject is disposed for the
first, even it demands “ some desire of receiving the sacra-
ment.” ? It is to be noticed that, in conformity with the outlook
of the Sentences, it is the connotation of causality that here
predominates in the notion of sacrament and it is in this frame-
work that the matter is solved. The same immediate recourse
to the demands of causality as a principle of solution is to be

IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 3, ad 2.

#Ibid., d. 4, q. 3, a. 2, sol. 1: “Duplex est eflectus baptismi. Primus qui est res
et sacramentum, scil., character. Et quia character non imprimitur ad praeparan-
dam voluntatem ut aliquid bene fiat cum non sit habitus sed potentia . . . ideo
hunc effectum voluntatis indispositio non impedit, dummodo aliqualis sit voluntas
sacramentum recipiendi.”
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found in sol. 2 of this article and in the article on the constitu-
tion of the sacrament.?

The part played by this desire of receiving the sacrament is
formulated explicitly when the question is answered: Whether
an intention or act of will is required in the subject of this
sacrament:

In baptism the subject receives two things, the sacrament itself,
and the effect of the sacrament. But for receiving these two things
there is no need for the intervention of any causality on the part
of the recipient. Nothing more is required than the removal of any
obstacles; obstacles, that is to say, which consist in opposition of
the will to either of the two things mentioned.*

The same teaching is repeated in positive terms in the following
article:

The soul cannot be submitted to anything unless it be willing. The
purpose of the act of will, the intention, is therefore that man
should submit himself to the sacrament; but the purpose of faith
is that he should submit himself as he ought. Consequently, faith
is required only for the reception of the grace of the sacrament,
but the intention is required for the reception of the sacrament
itself.’s

What degree of intention—actual, habitual or (as modern
terminology has it)- virtual—is required of subjects in various
states of consciousness is a psychological problem that St.
Thomas has already discussed when explaining how children
and others who have not the use of reason can receive the
effects of baptism.® His teaching does not differ from that given
later in the Summea.

St. Thomas formulates the principle that governs his con-
clusions on the part played by the subject in the sacraments
when he deals with penance:

3Ibid., d.1,q.1,a.8,ad 1;d. 2, 9. 1, & 1, sol. 1.
¢Jbid., d. 8, q. 1, a. 2, sol. 8.
8Jbid., d. 6, g. 1, a. 3, sol. 1, ad 3. For extreme unction, cf. tbid., d. 23, q. 1,

a. 4, s0l. 2, ad 1.
°Ibid., d. 4, q. 8, a. 1,
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Certain of the remedies used for bodily sickness require no action
on the part of the patient but consist in submitting to the curative
—for example, surgery or poulticing—while others consist in the
exercise of the patient—for example, the taking of a cure. In
just the same way certain of the sacraments require no act on the
part of the subject sc far as the substance of the sacrament is
concerned, unless it be per accidens, for removing obstacles (as is
clear in baptism and confirmation and the like); others require
essentially and per se an act of the subject for the essence of the
sacrament (as is clear in penance and marriage). Thus in those
sacraments that are performed without any act of ours, it is the
matter that causes and signifies, in the fashion of a medicament
externally applied. But in those sacraments which demand our
acts, there is no such matter; instead it is the external actions
themselves that now take the place of the matter in the other
sacraments.’

In this respect reception of the Eucharist is distinguished from
baptism in that the former demands faith:

For receiving baptism sacramentally nothing more is required of
the subject but that he submit himself to the action of the Church,
with the intention of receiving what she administers, even though,
on occasion, he may believe that she is doing nothing. But the
person who receives the Eucharist is not simply a receptacle or
passive subject; he is also an agent because he eats. Consequently
if he is to eat the Eucharist sacramentally, it is required that he
use the sacrament as a sacrament.?

This means that, though the true Body of Christ is eaten by
all who receive the sacrament, only a believer (who has the
other qualifications demanded) can use it as a sacrament. It
should be observed, however, that there is not an exact parallel
between reception of baptism and Communion since, as St.
Thomas observes: “ the perfection of the other sacraments con-
sists in use . . . the perfection of (the Eucharist) consists in the
consecration of the matter.” ®* Consequently, what St. Thomas
calls ““ sacramental eating ” corresponds to fruitful reception of

"Ibid., d. 14, q. 1, a. 1, sol. 1, ad 1. Cf. ibid., d. 17, q. 3, a. 8, sol. 4, and d. 34,
q. un,, a. 1, ad'1 (concerning matrimony).

8Ibid., d. 9, a. 2, sol. 2, ad 2.

®Ibid.,, d. 9, a. 1, sol. 8, ad 2.



THE RECIPIENT AND SACRAMENTAL SIGNIFICATION 261

baptism rather than to reception of the sacrament as such.
Nevertheless, it is clear from what St. Thomas says here that
the Eucharist cannot be classed as a “remedy externally
applied.” This is an indication that the medical parallel must
not be applied too rigidly as though some sacraments excluded
all acts of the subject.

What is said in these places about the part played by the
subject remains unrelated, at least explicitly, to the suggestions
already put forward by St. Thomas about the function of the
character of baptism which is said to deputize its bearer to
“ participate in all spiritual receptions.” *°

A hint of a wider frame of reference for solving sacramental
problems than that of the causality exercised by the sacraments
is given when faith is stated to play a role in the sacraments
preliminary to causality: '

In the sacraments it is primarily faith that is operative [and not
any of the other virtues; see objection], for through it the sacra-
ments are in a certain fashion connected with their principal cause
and also with the recipient.**

In contrast to this the faith and hope of the subject are said
to “have nothing to do” with the sacrament itself, though
they can either promote or impede the effect.”* It is the faith of
the Church that establishes the connection between sacrament
and divine cause by “ relating the instrument to the principal
cause and the sign to the thing signified.” ** In the Sentences
there is no suggestion that the subject as such plays any part
here.

In the Sentences, as appears from all this, St. Thomas reduces
the participation of the subject to the minimum: for the ma-
jority of the sacraments it involves nothing more than an in-
tention of reception which is a removens prohibens; in penance
and matrimony it enters the essence of the sacrament. Given
the understanding of the sacraments St. Thomas defends in the
Sentences, no other teaching would be possible. He looks on

1 Ibid., d. 7, q. 2, a. 1, sol. 1. #Ct. ibid., d. 2, q. 2, a. 4.
Ibid., d. 4, q. 8, 2. 2, sol. 2, ad 2. ¥ Ibid., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, sol. 3.
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them merely as causes of the sacramental characters and of
grace—hence his division of them into two kinds of remedies.
If they are also signs, as he admits they are, they are signs
precisely of causes and of what is to be caused. If this view is
taken of the sacraments it is clear that, with the exception of
those that are obviously based on a human action, they will be
thought of as requiring nothing more of the subject than the
removal of obstacles to their action. The possibility of a wider
view of the whole sacramental ceremony is only touched upon
in the Sentences when the role of faith is mentioned. This is an
idea that will be developed in the Summa where St. Thomas
brings to the foreground the idea of a cultural sign of faith.

A further hint of a more strictly sacramental approach is to
be found in the Sentences where St. Thomas explains why
orders may be given only to a man or boy, and extreme unction
only to a sick person. There are certain requirements on the
part of the subject if the sacrament is to be validly received:

Hence, even if a woman went through all the ceremonies of ordi-
nation, she would not receive orders; for since a sacrament is a
sign there is demanded for its adminisiration, not only the effect,
but the signification of the effect; just as for extreme unction the
subject must be sick so that the sign of one who needs cure may
be complete. Since, therefore, the state of preeminence cannot be
signified in female sex, it being the state of subjection, a woman
cannot recelve the sacrament of orders.

When an objector iries to argue on hnes parallel to these that
the irregularity of “ bigamy ” cannot be dispensed since its
absence is necessary for receiving the sacrament of orders, St.
Thomas makes a distinction. He admits that freedom from
such an impediment is signified by the sacrament. However,

not every signification is of the essence of the sacrament, but only
that one which pertains to the office of the sacrament.’®

This is a distinction equivalent to that between requirements
for validity and for liceity in ordination.

* Ibid., d. 25, q. 2, a. 1, sol. 1.
®Ibid., d. 27, q. 8, a. 8, ad 3; cf. also Suppl,, q. 66, a. 5, ad 8.
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Summa Theologiae

Again in the Summa, when he compares penance with the
other sacraments,® St. Thomas uses the distinction between
medicines externally applied and cures that depend on the
patient’s own resources, but he is careful to avoid any appear-
ance of a mechanistic conception of sacraments that belong to
the former category.

The quotation from St. Gregory at the beginning of the
article reflects St. Thomas’ awareness in his later years of the
inadequacy of the category of cause to deal with the sacraments
and his consequent adoption of the notion of sign as the primary
concept of sacramental theology:

A sacrament consists In a ritual action which is carried out in such
a way that we receive, under the form of a sign, something be-
Ionging to holiness.’?

The reply to the first objection, again in reference to a state-
ment of Gregory, explains the broad interpretation to be placed
on the idea of “ the material element ” (res corporales) in the
sacramental sign. It includes, besides the water of baptism and
the chrism of confirmation, the external actions of the subject
in penance. A material object, goes on St. Thomas, is used in
those sacraments “ in which an exceptional grace is given, sur-
passing altogether the proportion of any human act.” This is
the case in baptism, confirmation and extreme unction., His
concern here being solely with the manner in which the various
sacraments signify the efficient production of grace, St. Thomas
simply concludes that any acts of the subject in these three
sacraments are dispositions for the reception of grace:

Wherefore, if there are any human acts in these sacraments, they
are not the essential matter of the sacrament, but are dispositions
for the sacrament. On the other hand, in those sacraments whose
effect corresponds to some human acts, the human acts themselves
take the place of matter, as in the case of penance and matrimony.*®

1% Summa Theol., 111, q. 84, a. 1.
17 Loc. cit.
18 Loe. ¢it., ad 1.
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The emphasis of this text merits closer attention. It is on
signification, and specifically on the signification by the ritual
of the mode of production of grace in the soul. The matter of
a given sacrament is an external action of the subject or a
material object according as the effect of the sacrament corre-
sponds more or less to the internal acts of the subject. In the
second case the ceremony signifies primarily the giving of
grace from outside the subject; the stress is laid on its gra-
tuitousness. In the first case the sacrament emphasizes man’s
necessary cooperation. This is all on the level of signification.
In both cases, on the ontological level, grace is from without
and is gratuitous; and in both cases man must cooperate in the
measure he is able. These are general principles that cannot be
laid aside. There is nothing to prevent the cooperation of the
subject being signified by the sacramental action even of bap-
tism, confirmation and extreme unction; just as, conversely,
the gift of grace is signified in penance by the words of the
minister. (This indicates a possible explanation of what St.
Thomas implies in this text when he admits the possibility of
the acts of the subject being “in ” these three sacraments.)
When the sacrament is considered strictly as a cause of grace,
however, the subject’s acts, where they are not actually the
matter of the sacrament, can be thought of only as “ disposi-
tions for the sacrament,” dispositions, that is to say, for the
effect of the sacrament.

That the sacramental sign in fact signifies more than the bare
efficient production of grace is made clear by St. Thomas in
several places. In his discussion of the constitution of baptism
he distinguishes sacramentum tantum, res et sacramentum and
res tantum, and explains the first in this way:

That which is “ sacrament only ” is something visible and outward;
the sign, namely, of the inward effect; for such is the very nature
of the sacrament.?®

Into this exterior sign he now introduces the subjec’é. Hugh of

*® Summa Theol., II1, q. 66, a. 1.
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St. Victor seems to say that baptism is water; but this opinion
is false,

for, since the sacraments of the New Law effect a certain sanctifi-
cation, there the sacrament is completed where sanctification is
completed. Now, sanctification is not completed in water; but a
certain sanctifying, instrumental virtue, not permanent but transi-
ent, passes from the water, in which it is, into man who is the
subject of true sanctification. Consequently the sacrament is not
completed in the water itself, but in applying the water to man,
that is, in the washing #°

In reading this text the nuances of the word “ sacrament”
for St. Thomas and the immediate context must not be for-
gotten. An appeal is made to the manner of the production of
grace by the sacrament in order to decide what elements are
to belong to the external sign (sacramentum tantum). Man
is the subject of the sacrament’s causality; therefore, the sign
of his sanctification must be not merely water but water in the
act of washing man.*

This says nothing more about the part played by the subject
in the sacramental sign than could be satisfied by mere physical
submission to the action of the minister; but the teaching of
the Church shows that more is needed; and St. Thomas modifies
accordingly his notion of the scope of signification of the
sacrament:

By the fact that a man offers himself to be cleansed by baptism he
signifies that he is disposed for interior cleansing.??

20 Ibid., cf. IV Sent., d. 8, a. 1, sol. 1, ad 2.

21 The same idea is to be found in Summa Theol., III, q. 66, a. 10: “De neces-
sitate quidem sacramenti est et forma, quae designat principalem causam sacra-
menti, et minister, qui est causa instrumentalis, et usus materiae, scilicet ablutio
in aqua, quae designat principalem sacramenti effectum ”; De forma absolutionis
poenitentiae sacramentalis: “In baptismo etiam verba prolata super aquam tantum
non faciunt sacramentum sed super aquam adhibitam baptizato, quod totum est
loco materiae.” (Opusc. theol., Marietti, 1954, vol. I, pp. 169 f; n. 708); I ad Cor,,
e. 11, lect. 5 (660); de Verit., q. 27, a. 4, ad 4; ibid., ad 17: “ Actio naturalis
materialis instrumenti adiuvat ad effectum sacramenti, in quantum per eam sacra-
mentum suscipienti applicatur, et in quantum sacramenti significatio per actionem
praedictam completur, sicut significatio baptismi per ablutionem.”

2 Summa Theol., 1L, q. 68, a. 4.
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Here St. Thomas makes no distinction comparable to that used
by theologians concerned with the practical administration of
the sacraments between “ conditions ” required in the subject
for valid, and those required for fruitful, reception of the sacra-
ments. Taking for granted validity, he considers the act of
reception of the sacrament as a sign of faith of one in the
proper dispositions. The faith of the subject and of the Church,
he says again, operate towards the effect of baptism.”® He is
more precise in the First Quodlibet:

In baptism something is required on the part of the minister,
namely, that he pour the water and utter the words, and something
is required on the part of the subject, namely, that he form an
intention and that he be washed.?

The intention required of the subject in baptism is discussed in
III, q. 68, aa. 7 and 8.* In the corpus of a. 7 St. Thomas
accounts for the necessity of this intention by indicating the
obligations undertaken in baptism. The new form of life that
they mmvolve must be accepted willingly; and consequently the
ceremony that initiates a person into that life must be the
object of an act of will, an intention, The subject may be the
“ patient ” so far as justification goes, but he must adopt this
position willingly.?® Article eight deals more precisely with
the amount of knowledge required for making this intention.
St. Thomas distinguishes between what is demanded for re-
ceiving the character and what is demanded for receiving grace
—this is a distinction between requirements for validity and
those for fruitfulness. For grace, faith is necessary, since with-
out faith there can be no justification. On the other hand, for
the character:

true faith is not necessarily required in the subject for baptism, just

8 Ibid., q. 39, a. 5.

2 Quodl. 1, q. 6, a. 1.

8 CE also Summa Theol., III, q. 69, a. 9, “Utrum fictio impediat effectum
baptismi.”

* Ibid., q. 68, a. 7, ad 1: “In justificatione quae fit per baptismum non est
passio coacta, sed voluntaria.”
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as true faith is not required in the minister; provided that all the
other requirements for the sacrament are present.?

When faith is lacking, goes on St. Thomas,

it is sufficient for receiving the sacrament to have a general in-
tention of receiving baptism as Christ instituted it and as the
Church administers it.?®

The close parallel between the object of the subject’s intention
and that of the minister’s is to be noted. The minister’s inten-
tion is required to direct the sacramental action to a determined
purpose.” It is not, however, necessary that the minister be-
lieve in that purpose, but simply that he place his actions at
the service of the Church: '

Therefore he is required to make an intention of subordinating
himself to the principal agent; s¢ that he intends to do what
Christ and the Church do.*

The cooperation of minister and subject in completing the
sacramental sign and thus giving effect to the intention of the
Church is explicitly referred to in the same article:

In the words uttered (by the minister) the intention of the Church
is expressed; and this suffices for completing the sacrament, unless
the contrary be outwardly expressed on the part of either the
minister or the recipient of the sacrament.®!

If the subject has not placed an intention baptism must be
administered again.** Though children are clearly incapable of
such an intention, St. Thomas will not dispense the requirement
in their case. The intention is made for them, he says, by those

** Ibid., a. 8.

28 Ibid., ad 8.

2@ Cf. ibid., q. 64, a. 8: “Ea quae in sacramentis aguntur possunt diversimode
agi: sicut ablutio aquae, quae fit in baptismo, potest ordinari et ad munditiam
corporalem, et ad sanitatem corporalem, et ad ludum, et ad multa alia huiusmodi.
Et ideo oportet quod determinetur ad unum, id est ad sacramentalem effectum, per
intentionem abluentis.”

3¢ Ibid., ad 1.

3 Ibid., ad 2.

2 Ct. 111, q. 68, a. 7, ad 2.
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who offer them to be baptized * and who, in this, act on behalf
of the Church.**

Besides the intention there is another requirement for the
reception of all the sacraments except baptism. This is the
baptismal character, an instrumental power, directed, as has
been seen, towards validity of the sacrament. Of confirmation
St. Thomas says:

The character of confirmation of necessity supposes the baptismal
character: so that, in effect, if one who is not baptized were to
be confirmed, he would receive nothing, but would have to be
confirmed again after receiving baptism.>®

St. Thomas does not explicitly correlate the two requirements
in the subject. He accounts for the necessity of the character
for confirmation by reference to the analogy of birth and growth
which he uses to distinguish the first two sacraments.

The study devoted in the Summa to the subject of the sacra-
ments, it will be seen from what has been said, is considerably
more suggestive than that of the Sentences. It is not that St.
Thomas retracts or contradicts anything that he said in the
earlier work; but he has discovered the riches of a new dimen-
sion in the sacraments. He no longer feels himself constrained
to limit the participation of the subject to that of removens
prohibens. The sacraments are integral parts of human wor-
ship and in the realm of signification the subject may be
allowed a part that can be said to be “ in the sacrament, always
without prejudice to the special part played by the minister
and the matter and form.” Nor is this a purely physical sub-
jection to the action of the sacrament; it demands willing
cooperation, without which the sacrament itself is void. In a
baptized member of the Church it involves a physical power
in the subject’s intellect, a power that is instrumental. In the

3Cf. a.9,ad L.

3¢ Cf. ibid., ad 2. Cajetan, in Summam Theol., III, q. 68, a. 7, n. 7, argues
inversely: since the child forms no intention for baptism, neither, per se, need
an adult. This conclusion is explicitly rejected by all the principal succeeding
commentators. See below.

8 Ibid., q. 72, a. 6.
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context of causality or production of grace, however (which is
“ posterior in nature > to signification), it is the objective ele-
ments of the sacrament that are active; the subject’s part is
“ dispositive.” St. Thomas does not explain in detail what this
implies; but it is clearly more positive than the solution pro-
posed in the Sentences.

An attempt must now be made to draw out the implications
of St. Thomas’ teaching by interpreting in the light of his key
sacramental concepts some of his apparently uncorrelated con-
clusions and thus discovering their hidden harmony.

Most of the commentators devote their discussion of the
subject’s intention to refuting an opinion put forward by Car-
dinal Cajetan. They are concerned with showing the faults in
the arguments on which this opinion is based and it is usually
only in the briefest fashion that they say what the intention
does. This debate serves to indicate the way most theologians
think about the matter.

Cajetan and his opponents on the necessity of the subject’s
intention.

The practice in the Church of baptizing children, together
with a letter sent by Pope Innocent I to the Bishop of Arles
in 1201 dealing with the consent required for receiving bap-
tism,* raises certain problems concerning the necessity and the
role of the subject’s intention.

Cajetan, with this material, takes up the extreme position
that, “ speaking per se, an intention or act of will is not required
of the subject of baptism.” It is required, as St. Thomas
teaches in the Sentences, only as a removens prohibens to
remove a contrary will should it have ever existed.*” He gives
two reasons for this. The first is based on the authority of
Innocent ITI (“ The sacramental action gives the character
since it finds no obstacle in the will ”). What is at issue here
is a question of psychology, namely, what constitutes an ob-

3 Innocent III, Ep. Maiores Ecclesiae causas; cf. Denz. 410, 411.
37 Cajetan, in Summa Theol., III, q. 68, a. 7, n. 7: “ Dicendum mihi videtur
quod non exigitur intentio seu voluntas ex parte baptizandi.”
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stacle, ober, in the will; and on these terms Cajetan’s opinion is
discussed and refuted by later Thomists. Their arguments will
be considered later.

Cajetan’s second reason is a strictly sacramental one, He
argues that what is not necessary in one subject of baptism is
not necessary for the sacrament, speaking per se, in any subject;
however, an intention is not necessary in a child; therefore, it is
not per se necessary for the sacrament. Nothing more is re-
quired than the absence of an obstacle in the will. He supports
the minor of the argument by denying an objection. The
intention of the child’s parents provides no disposition; it
merely procures the approach of patient to agent. He gives
an example of a child presented for baptism by Jewish parents
for some human motive. The Church, he asserts, does not
intend that such a child should receive baptism; yet, in fact,
the sacrament is valid. As for the text of St. Thomas, in the
article he is commenting on where an intention is said to be
necessary, Cajetan declares:

This is to be understood of what always in fact happens in adults.
Such a subject will never be found neutral, but he will either
intend or refuse baptism, implicitly or explicitly, ete. Hence it 1s
true to say that “if an intention of receiving the sacrament is
lacking in an adult, he would have to be re-baptized ” for the lack
of intention would be attached to a contrary intention.3®

The Salmanticenses oppose Cajetan, maintaining that pre-
cisely for the validity of the sacrament there is required an
intention on the part of the subject.** This they characterize
as the common opinion of theologians *° and as the teaching of
St. Thomas in the Summa, if not in the Sentences.** It is to be
noted that, whereas Cajetan confines his remarks to the sacra-
ment of baptism (though his principles can be applied to other
sacraments) , the Salmanticenses speak in general terms.

They reply to Cajetan’s argument based on child baptism

8 Cajetan, loc. cit. n. 10.

 Salmanticenses, Cursus theologicus, tr. 22, disp. 8, dub. 1.
“ Ibid., n. 8.

1 Ibid., n. 11.



THE RECIPIENT AND SACRAMENTAL SIGNIFICATION 271

that, though the requirements on the part of the sacrament
itself are always the same, this is not true of what is required
of the subject,

for it often happens that what is not required on the part of one
subject is called for on the part of another on account of diverse
dispositions or states of the subjects.*®

Consequently, just as children are justified without any act on
their part whereas adults must freely consent, so the require-
ments for validity of sacraments differ according to the powers
of the subjects.®®

The Salmanticenses are careful to note that the intention of
the subject does not intervene In the sacrament “ actively, as
an efficient cause removing original sin or causing grace.” They
say that it “ intervenes dispositively ” in relation to the validity
and effect of the sacrament; and this they appear to understand
in the sense of removens prohibens*

Billuart, who also opposes Cajetan, holds that the intention
is a conditio sine qua non.*” This is the common teaching of
manualists.*® :

It appears, however, that these theologians, though they cor-
rectly reject Cajetan’s arguments, do not react sufficiently
against his position. Adequately though it may respond to the

4% Ibid.

43 Cf. ¢bid.: “ Quoniam parvuli sunt incapaces talis consensus [ad valorem sacra-
mentorum], adulti vero sunt capaces illius: unde oportet quod habeant diversam
applicationem ad sacramenta: sicut ob idem motivum diverso modo justificantur.”

¢4 Ibid.: “ Sicut ille motus [voluntatis] concurrit dispositive excludendo oppositam
voluntatem, et carentiam debitae intentionis, sic etiam dispositive concurrit tam
ad valorem, quam ad effecturn sacramenti.”

¢ Billuart, Summa, diss. 6, a. 1. Replying to Cajetan’s argument: “Quod est
necessarium in uno ad substantiam sacramenti est necessarium in omnibus; ergo.
Resp. dist. ant. Quod est necessarium ut quid essentiale, conc.; quod est neces-
sarium ut dispositic subjecti tantum et conditic sine gua non, subdistinguo: si
subjectum sit capax illius, conc.; si sit incapax ut sunt pueri et amentes, neg.
. . . Non dicimus intentionem subjecti requiri essentialiter ad sacramentum, sed
tantum ut conditionem ex parte subjecti.”

4 E.g., V. Zubizarreta, O. Carm., Theologia dogmatico-scholastica, vol. 4, De
sacramentis (ed. 8, Bilbao, 1939), n. 175; L. Billot, S.J., De Ecclesiae Sacra-
mentis, t. 1, q. 64, th. 19 (Rome, 1893).
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broad requirements of the defined doctrine of the Church, their
conclusion with its single-minded concentration on essentials
sweeps aside the whole delicate system of man-centered sacra-
mentalism constructed by St. Thomas. It is a conclusion that
depends, not on the first principle of St. Thomas’ sacramental
theology, but on a false interpretation of that principle which
gives to it a formally non-sacramental sense. Those theologians
who teach it are concerned only with the fact that the sacra-
ments cause grace, whatever be the mode of causality they
defend. They leave out of consideration the fact that the sacra-
ments are primarily (by a primacy of nature) signs.*” On this
basic, strictly sacramental level the participation of the subject
is more than a condition. The very idea of condition—some-
thing that is required for a cause to operate, while not itself
entering into the causality—belongs to the order of efficient
causality, not to that of signification, nor te that of efficient
causality based on signification. These assertions must be
explained.

The essence of the sacrament.

A sacrament may be considered in its essential qualities as an
active principle, signifying the giving of grace and used as a
physical instrument by God in effecting what it signifies. As
such it abstracts from the requirements for its valid reception
which vary according to the condition of the individual subject.
Its essential parts are its matter and form which are united by
the intention of the minister. Hence result the three traditional
requirements for completing the sacrament. In this connection
St. Thomas’ teaching in the short work De articulis fidei et
Ecclesiae sacramentis *® has a particular interest because of
its use by the Council of Florence in drawing up the Decree for
the Armenians. The Council summarizes St. Thomas and
states:

“" Hven Billot is concerned with the causality of the sacraments. His theology
of sign does not involve the subject in the same way as does St. Thomas’ concept
of signs of worship.

8 Opusc. theol., Marietti, 1954, vol. I, pp. 139f. Date: 1261-1268 (cf. ibid.,
pp. 189, 140).
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All these sacraments are made up of three elements, namely, things
as matter, words as form, and the person of the minister who
administers the sacrament with the intention of doing what the
Church does. If any of these elements is lacking, the sacrament
is not completed.**

It is to be noted that in the use of this hylomorphic terminology
there is question of an analogy taken from the physical order.
It is not to be understood in a physical sense of the sacraments
but in terms of signification. The form further determines the
natural symbolism of the matter and gives it its specifically
Christian and sacramental signification.”

The essence of a sacrament thus formed is what determines
the particular nature of its operation and effect. This is not
sufficient, however, to give concrete existence and activity to
a sacrament which is perfected only when it is actually being
received by a subject, that is to say, to any sacrament other
than the Eucharist.

Even when considered in the abstract, according to its
essence, as an active principle of grace, signifying and causing
by material elements and by words, the sacrament is tran-
scendentally related to a subject. This it has in common with
all action (excepting creation), which is essentially related to
a subject or patient and which draws its effect from the poten-
tiality of the subject. Thus, in the concrete, there can be no
possibility of sacramental causality without a subject. This
s reflected on the level of signification. The adequate sign of
causality must include the application of the material elements
to a subject: not water, but washing, is required for baptism.™

Mere physical submission to the sacraments on the part of

*® Cf. Denz. 695. Cf. 22nd. question proposed to Wycliffites and Hussites in the
Bull, Inter cunctas, 22 Feb., 1418 (Denz. 672); Council of Trent, sess. 14 (Denz.
895): “. .. materia et forma quibus sacramenti essentia perficitur . . .””; Leo XIII,
Ep., Apostolicae curae, 18 Sept., 1896 (Denz. 1963): “In ritu cuiuslibet sacramenti
. . . discernunt . . . partem essentialem quae materia et forma appellari consuevit.”

¥ Cf. H. E. Schillebeeckx, O.P., De Sacramentele heilseconomie, Antwerp, 1952,
Sectie II, Hoofdstuk II (pp. 355 f., esp. pp. 380-382) and Hoofdstuk ITI (pp. 393 f.,
esp. pp. 405-416).

*1 Cf. Summa Theol., II, q. 66, a. 1 and places noted in n. 21, above.
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one who has the use of reason is not, however, enough.”> Man
is a free agent and he is moved by God to accept freely the
grace given him; so it is required that he freely submit himself
to the action of the sacrament. If he has no intention of re-
ceiving the sacrament his external acceptance of it is not a
true sign of his interior disposition. Consequently, the complete
sign-action of the administration of the sacrament is not true.
The sacrament such as it is performed and applied by the
minister is not received by the subject. It is reduced by the
fault of the subject to an unnatural state. It still signifies the
salvific will of God but no longer as concretely effective for this
individual subject. If, however, while not properly disposed
to receive grace, the subject seriously intends to receive the
sacrament, the external submission he makes is a true sign
and the sacrament is actually received by him and produces
whatever effects do not depend on his state of soul.

It is the primary submission of the subject that makes the
individual sacrament a practical sign of faith; and this even
when the subject himself is an unbeliever. Without this inten-
tion the sacrament is not properly a sign of the faith of the
Church. This idea must be examined.

The faith of the Church as a constituent of the sacrament

The faith of the Church is required for the very existence of
the sacraments. This is a consequence of their nature as signs,
existing, therefore, formally as relations imposed by an intelli-
. gence. Since they are practical signs and causes of sanctification
they can be set up only by God.”® Thus the original imposition
of signification on certain ceremonies was effected by the mind
of Christ. The signs that He instituted can be recognized as
such only by faith since they are supernatural. Likewise the

52 Cf. ibid., q. 61, a. 1, ad 1: “ Exercitatio per usum sacramentorum non est
pure corporalis, sed gquodammodo est spiritualis: scilicet per significationem et
causalitatem.” See also places noted above, nn. 24 f.

88 Cf. ibid., q. 60, a. 5; q. 64, a. 2. On the nature of the sacraments as signs, cf.
John of St. Thomas, Cursus theologicus, disp. 22, a. 1; H. Schillebeeckx, op. cit.,
pp. 131-148.
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reference of sacramental rites performed by the Church to the
institution of Christ and to His salvific will can be made only
by faith; and without this reference the rites cannot be sacra-
mental, cannot, that is, exist as signs.®** The faith of the Church
which imposes this relation of signification on individual cere-
monies is based on the faith of the Apostles to whom Christ
revealed his intention.”® This practical act of faith is what the
Church “does ” (quod facit Ecclesiz) in the sacraments; and
it is this that the intention of the minister serves® by pro-
nouncing the form over specified matter.”

St. Thomas’ insistence on the intervention of the faith of
the Church demonstrates beyond any doubt that he regards the
intentions of those concerned in the sacraments as pertaining
directly and immediately to the order of signification—they
impose or cause the signification of an individual ceremony.
Efficient causality of grace comes after this as a consequence,
an entirely gratuitous complement granted by God, not essen-
tially (though infallibly) connected with the ceremonial of the
Church.

It is precisely for the perfection of the ceremonial of the
Church, as applied to an individual adult, therefore for the
perfection of a concrete sacramental sign, that the intention of
the subject is essential. The subject must signify genuine
acceptance of what the Church offers. Otherwise the sacrament
is not a concrete, practical sign; it is merely a speculative sign

S4Cf. IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, sol. 3: “Principale autem et per se agens ad
justificationem est Deus sicut causa efficiens, et passic Christi sicut meritoria. Huic
autem causae continuatur sacramentum per fidem Ecclesine quae instrumentum
refert ad principalem causam, et signum ad signatum.” See Schillebeeckz, op. cit.,
pp. 379, 404 f.

%5 Cf. Summa Theol., TI-IL, q. 174, a. 6: *“ Super revelatione facta Apostolis de
fide . . . fundatur tota fides Ecclesiae 7 III, q. 64, a. 2, ad 3: “ Apostoli et eorum
successores sunt vicarii Dei quantum ad regimen Ecclesiae institutae per fidem et
fidei sacramenta ”; ¢bid., ad 1.

5 Cf. ibid., I, q. 64, a. 8, ad 1; ibid., a. 9, ad 1: “Potest (minister) intendere
facere id quod facit Ecclesia, licet existimet illud nihil esse. Et talis intentio
sufficit ad sacramentum, quia . . . minister sacramenti agit in persona totius
Ecclesiae, ex cuius fide suppletur id quod deest fidei ministro ”; q. 67, a. 5, ad 2.

57 Cf. ibid., ad 2; q. 60, a. 7, ad 8.
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of the divine will to save all men. Faith is not required of
the subject. He simply accepts the sign of the Church’s faith.*®

The willing cooperation of a subject who has the use of reason
is, therefore, an integral part of the sacramental ceremony.
Without it, those sacraments which exist only at the time of
use, even though they have their essential parts, lack something
required for their perfection.®”® It is only when they are perfect
as signs received by an individual that there is any possibility
of their acting as causes.

Certain difficulties remain to be solved concerning those who
are incapable of forming an intention.

Variations i the intention

What is required of the subject for the existence of a true
sacrament (sacramentum tantum) varies according to his state
of consciousness. What is essential to the sacrament is that it
should signify the giving of grace to a subject. The state of the
individual subject to whom the sacrament is concretely applied
determines the signification of the complete sign-action. Thus
the administration of baptism to a child signifies justification
of an unconscious being whereas the willing submission of an
adult signifies justification of a responsible human person. The
dispositions of will required for valid administration of baptism
are discussed by the commentators in connection with Cajetan’s

*8 Ct. ibid., q. 68, a. 8, ad 8; IV Sent., d. 4, q. 8, a. 2, sol. 2, ad 2: “In sacra-
mentis praecipue fides operatur, per quam sacramenta quodammodo continuantur
suae causae principaliter agenti et etiam ipsi recipienti.” The force of “ quodam-
modo ” has already been explained; viz., directly, by way of signification; indirectly,
by way of efficient causality (which is to be attributed to God as agent, not to
faith). It is to be observed also that if, as the Church intends, the subject does
believe, his faith is assumed under the faith of the Church and thus plays a part
in directing the intention of the minister.

%® Schillebeecks, op. cit., appears to go too far when he asserts that without the
intention of the subject the sacrament is not an action of the Church. (Cf. p. 482:
“Zonder de vrije beaming van het sacramentum kan de ritus geen symbooldaad
van de Kerk zijn, daar deze symbooldaden wezenlijk sacramentele, kerelijke
handelingen zijn die aan een menselijk subject en wel op menselijke wijze worden
voltrokken.”) The Church authentically offers the sacrament and this is signified
by the ritual.
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interpretation of Innocent IIDI’s letter. The discussion resolves
itself into the purely psychological question: what constitutes
an obstacle in the will to reception of a new responsibility?
Though this formulation of the question reflects the pastoral
concern of the Church with the administration of fruitful sacra-
ments and the speculative preoccupation of these theologians
with the efficient causality of the sacraments, the replies given
to it are valid for determining the requirements of the sacra-
ments as-stgns.

The teaching of the Pope contains the following conclusions.
Those who accept baptism under duress, in the same way as
those who accept it while feigning good dispositions, receive the
character, since they are really, if conditionally, willing. On
the contrary,

a person who has never given consent, but persists in refusal, re-
ceives neither grace nor the character, since express refusal goes
beyond lack of consent. . . . Those who are sleeping or are mentally
unbalanced, if they persisted in refusal before they became un-
balanced or went to sleep, do not receive the character even if
water is poured on them since their resolution to refuse is under-
stood to remain. The effect is otherwise if they were preparing for
baptism and had the intention of receiving it; and so in these cases
the Church administers baptism if necessity demands. Then the
sacramental action gives the character since it finds no obstacle in
the will.e

All are agreed, including Cajetan,® that a person with the
use of reason cannot be neutral in regard to the reception of a
sacrament. He will either refuse it or accept. In the second
case his intention is either actual or virtual; therefore exercizing
a real influence over his action.®® Children and those who have
always been of unbalanced mind are incapable of an intention.
The difficulty concerns adults who are unconscious (or whose
reception is not a human act, i. e., is not governed by an actual

°® Innocent III, Ep. Maiores Ecclesiae causas, 1201 (Denz. 410, 411). Cf. de
Ver.,, q. 28, a. 3, ad 2; Summa Theol.,, I-II, q. 118, a. 8, ad 1.

*t In Summam Theol., III, q. 68, a. 7, n. 4.

82 Cf. Salmanticenses, tr. 22, disp. 8, dub. 1, n. 8.
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or virtual intention) and those who have lost their balance of
mind after coming to the use of reason. Cajetan maintains
that Pope Innocent teaches that baptism can have an effect
on such as these if they have never at any time explicitly
refused to accept it. The absence of such refusal, he argues,
constitutes an absence of obstacle to the sacrament.

The Salmanticenses refuse to accept this argument. If bap-
tism were independent in this way of the subject’s consent, they
reason, the Church should not deny it to those who have become
of unbalanced mind after reaching the use of reason and who
have not, when they were capable, consented to accept it.®
Their explanation of the practice of the Church is that

an adult who makes no positive act of consent to the reception of
the sacraments virtually refuses it and puts it away from him . ..
because every person who has the use of reason.has the intention,
at least virtually and interpretatively, that nothing shall be done
concerning his person in matters of moment without his personal
and positive consent.

The meaning of obex is clear, they go on, from the whole of
Innocent’s letter.

He does not at all mean that a neutral will, or a mere lack of
contrary intention, is sufficient for validity of the sacrament; he
means by ‘“an obstacle of contrary intention ” both an intention
formally and positively contrary and an intention interpretatively
contrary, as is to be considered the lack of consent in adults to
whatever is done to their persons in matters of moment.*

The Pope’s use of the phrase “ contrary will ” is accounted for
by the particular question he has in mind, namely, forcible
baptism.

From this it follows that a positive, habitual intention (in
the modern sense of the term) is required of the subject who
receives a sacrament in a state of unconsciousness or who is

3 Ibid., n. 8. ** Ibid., n. 9.

8 Ibid., n. 11. Cf. Billuart, diss. 6, a. 1. He defines obex: “non solum resistentia
positiva, sed etiam dissensus negativus seu carentia consensus, ita ut ex negatione
intelligenda et supponenda sit affirmatio contraria.”
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so distracted at the moment of reception that he is not per-
forming a human act.

Applying these psychological notions to the order of signifi-
cation in the sacraments two possibilities are to be envisaged.
(Baptism is taken for granted in the case of the subject of
the other sacraments). The subject will be either conscious
or unconscious. In the former case, if his reception of the
sacrament is a human act, his intention will intervene actively
either actually or virtually. The sacramental sign, to be true,
demands such participation. If his intention is merely habitual
he is not placing a human act, and if he receives the effect of
the sacrament he receives it in the same way as an unconscious
person. If the subject is.-unconscious (or unbalanced, whether
so from birth or after attaining the use of reason, or so com-
pletely distracted as not to be placing a human act) there is
no question of active intervention of his intention, even sup-
posing that he has one habitually. If he actually receives the
sacrament—and one sacrament at least, matrimony, he cannot
receive—it will be in the fashion of a child, ad modum pueri,
that is, without any active cooperation on his part here and
now.* If the unconscious subject 1s a child or an imbecile from
birth, the sacramental sign will be true simply through physical
submission. If the subject, however, is one who previously
had the use of reason—whether he is now asleep, intoxicated,
completely distracted or mentally unbalanced—the sacramental
sign will be true only if his will habitually accepts the sacra-
ment, since what is signified is justification of one who is
unconscious and who places no obstacle in the way of the
sacrament (and of sacramental grace, though falsehood as
regards this element does not imperil validity). The Church
has no means of knowing whether the sign is true or not, except
conjecture, based more or less firmly on what she knows of the
subject’s previous life; but the same may be said of administra-
tion of the sacraments to those who are conscious. There is

%8 This idea is to be found in Schillebeeckx, op. cit. p. 483.
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always the possibility of deception and consequent falsity in
the sacramental sign.

There is, therefore, a whole scale of necessary participation
in the sacramental signs by the subject, depending on his state
of consciousness. Since the psychological truths on which this
conclusion is based are acknowledged by nearly all theologians
it is a matter for wonder that there is current among manualists
—and it appears even in Billuart—the phrase (or some varia-
tion on it): The subject does not require an intention of the
same degree as the minister; ** as though to say that no subject
need have more than an habitual intention. This is true of
an unconscious or distracted subject but of no other. As much
1s required for conscious reception of a sacrament as is required
for any human act. This would be true no matter what were
the function to be assigned the intention in relation to the
sacrament.

The baptismal character

A complete account according to the principles of St. Thomas’
theology of the role of the subject’s intention requires the cor-
relation of what has already been said with the teaching in the
Summa on the sacramental characters, in particular that of
baptism. St. Thomas himself does not do this in more than
very summary and indirect fashion when he indicates the
cultual purpose of the character. His analysis of the subject’s
intention is placed in the discussion of baptism so that any
reference to the activity of the character is excluded since it is
this sacrament that produces the character.

St. Thomas’ teaching on the baptismal character is tanta-
lizing in its omission of details. The account of it proposed by
John of St. Thomas appears to be the only one that faithfully
interprets its boldly drawn lines by consistent reference to the
nature of sacraments as signs. It is the only one that pro-

7 Billuart, diss. 6, a. 1: “Non requiritur tanta intentio in suscipiente ac in
ministrante.”” Cf. Billot, loc. cit.; Zubizarreta, loc. cit.; D. Priimmer, O.P., Manuale
theologiae moralis, t. III, n, 63 (ed. 11, 1953).
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vides a satisfying explanation for St. Thomas’ application of
the concept of instrumental power to the character of baptism
as well as to that of orders.

John of St. Thomas indicates the essential interdependence
of intention and character. The character itself—and this
applies to all characters—has no proper action. Man is able
through the character to subordinate his actions to Christ the
Priest.®® Thus the character does not produce the intention of
submitting to the sacrament (an act of the will) nor does it
produce the act of the practical intellect by which the intention
is implemented. These are produced by the bearer of the char-
acter, whether minister or subject, as a principal cause. The
character gives to these acts a mode which makes them valid
sacramentally and by which they serve ministerially the priest-
hood of Christ.®® Thus John of St. Thomas sees the character
as the means by which human activity enters the sacramental
order and thereby serves Christ in His priestly activity. The
character of orders permits its subject to enter as an active
principle, the character of baptism permits entry as a passive
principle; so that minister and subject, each in his own way,
serve in the sacraments as ministers and therefore instrumen-
tally.” As will appear below, this refers formally not to the
causality of the sacraments but to their existence as signs.

The minister in virtue of his character serves as the active

%8 John of St. Thomas, Cursus theologicus (Paris: Vives, 1886, t. 9) disp. 25,
a. 4, n. 36: “Non ergo character habet aliquem actum proprium . . . sed solum
homo mediante charactere debet subordinare et conformare actus suos sacerdotio
Christi.” )

° Ibid., n. 35: “Quid autem sit ministerialiter concurrere et habere actus
dicimus quod non est producere aliquem actum cognitionis aut volitionis, quia
totum quod est in volitione aut cognitione procedere debet a causa vitali et ad
modum principalis se habente, sed producere hos actus et dirigere actiones ex-
teriores sacramentaliter et sceundum subordinationem ad sacredotium - Christi.”
N. 44: “Ad id quod dicitur, an sit operativus actus vitalis interioris, dico quod
neque exterioris, quantum ad substantiam et elicientiam, cum isti eliciantur a
subjecto ut a causa principali; sed tam interioris quam exterioris, quoad modum,
seu ministerialem rationem, qua servitur sacerdotio Christi.”

" Ibid., disp. 25, a. 2, n. 17: “Character est potentia competens ministris
sacramentorum, ut solum ministerialiter concurrunt ad illa, sive passive, sive active;
potentia autem ministerialis instrumentalis est.” Cf. ibid., n. 80.
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element in the sign; the subject in virtue of his character serves
as the passive element in the sign. Activity is demanded of
each if he is to serve in his respective function.

The instrumentality thus attributed to the priest by reason
of his character is not directed immediately towards the pro-
duction of grace. Formally it consists in making the priest’s
actions valid in the sacraments, thus subordinating them to
Christ in the order of signification; and in this it differs from
the instrumentality attributed to the subject only in the func-
tion it procures for the priest in the sign-action.® The fact
that, according to the teaching of St. Thomas, the priest is
physically elevated as an instrument by God in producing the
effect of the sacrament is something that is to be distinguished
from this primary instrumentality which is procured formally
by the character and which is identified with the validity of
human actions in the sacraments.” In relation to the secondary
instrumentality the priestly character and, in fact, the priest
himself are evidently passive insofar as they are elevated and
applied by God to the production of grace; this aspect does not
concern us here. The precise function of the priestly character
is to introduce the priest’s actions into the liturgy to serve
Christ actively; just as the function of the baptismal character
is to introduce the subject’s actions to serve Christ passively;
in both cases the service is carried out on the level of worship,
of signs of faith.”® It is as a consequence of the validity given

" Ibid., disp. 25, a. 2, n. 143: “ Character non est potentia instrumentalis primo
et per se ad gratiam producendam sed ad conficienda sacramenta valide et per se
primo in genere sacramentali, ita quod sine illo sunt nulla.” Cf. bid., n. 128:
“Per characterem non datur activitas ad effectum sacramentorum, qui producitur
Instrumentaliter, sed validitas ad actus, ut non sint nulli, sed validi in genere
sacramentali.”

"2 On this interpretation of St. Thomas, ¢f. C. O'Neill, O.P., “ The instrumen-
tality of the sacramental character. An interpretation of Summa theol., III, q. 63,
a. 2,7 Irish Theol. Quart., 25 (1958).

73 John of St. Thomas, loc. cit.,, n. 124: “Si dices: ergo omnis character est
potentia passiva quia non habet activitatem respectu instrumentalis concursus
et motionis; respondetur quod character non datur in ordine ad instrumentalem
motionem ut ad proprium actum (quia etiamsi non daretur physica motio instru-
mentalis adhuc daretur character) sed in ordine ad ea quae sunt protestationes
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to the priest’s action by his character that the priest further
receives (if the subject is properly disposed) the wvis fluens
which applies him physically to producing the effect of the
sacrament.™

The sacramental characters bring it about, therefore, that
when priest and subject, acting as principal, secondary causes,
perform together certain acts of worship in accordance with
the prescriptions of the Church, their actions signify and conse-
quently put into effect the divine decree of justification in
respect of an individual. The moral value of the acts of wor-
ship is from the devotion of the faithful; their sacramental
validity from the characters.”

It is precisely because grace is given in the sacraments, not
by bare efficient causality, but sacramentally, that is, by effi-
cient causality based on a sign-action, that the baptismal
character is needed.” If it were merely a matter of receiving

divini cultus et [ad] actiones sacras exercendas et in his vel passive se habet vel
active; ad operandum autem instrumentaliter [in the strict sense: in relation to
grace-production] semper passive se habet, sed non ad operandum ministerialiter
et sacramentaliter [‘ instrumentally’ in the wide sense: in the order of signification].
Quia in aliquibus configuratur Christo agendo, in aliis recipiendo.”

" Ibid., disp. 24, a. 1, n. 440: “ Minister per characterem non praebet activitatem
quasi physicam ad effectus supernaturales sed voluntarie utitur hoc charactere
ad hoc ut actus protestativi fidei sint vere sacramentales et valide atque in ordine
ad ea quae sunt cultus Del ministerialiter ordinentur secundum ordinem ad
sacerdotium Christi; et ex hac validitate facit sibi debitum concursum elevativum
sacramenti aut ministri ad operandum supernaturalia.” Disp. 23, a. 1, n. 15: “Id
quod assumitur ad instrumentaliter causandum in sacramentis non est ipsa forma
seu ratio signi, sed id quod naturale et sensible est in sacramentis.” Cf. ibid.,
disp. 25, a. 2, nn. 51, 122, 147. .

7 Ibid., disp. 25, a. 4, n. 22: “ Ad characterem . . . pertinet ministerialiter et
sacramentaliter valide exercere signa sensibilia, habentia virtutem spiritualem, et
protestativa fidei Christi, in quo ei character ministrat.” Ibid., a. 2, n. 146:
“ Sacerdos habet se sicut minister, seu instrumentum animarum [animatum?] quod
confert gratiam non solum tamquam instrumentum pure efficiens ex motione sed
efficiens colendo seu faciendo ea quae sunt cultus divini, et ideo requirit potestatem
qua possit facere signa protestativa cultus huiusmodi; facit autem ea quae sunt
cultus non sub ratione morali, et moralis virtutis, sed sub ratione cooperatoris et
ministri Christi. . . . Moralitas huius cultus pertinet ad virtutem religionis.”

78 Ibid., disp. 25, a. 2, n. 93: “Redditur ergo per characterem baptismalem
homo aptum subjectum ad sacramentaliter suscipiendum sacramenta quia suscipere
sacramenta non est solum corpoream et sensibilem actionem extrinsecus applicatam
suspiciere quasi materialiter, sed sub ratione sacramenti formaliter.”
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directly from God the forms of grace and the other characters
the soul would of itself be disposed; but a special potency is
required for receiving these effects sacramentally, that is, as a
result of first participating in the sign-action the material ele-
ments of which are then physically applied by God to the
efficient production of these effects.”” Hence the ambiguity
and the possibility of confusion: the conscious subject par-
ticipates actively in the sign-action as the passive element of
the sign. In other words, his activity is required if the sign-
action is to have its passive element. It is in these perspectives,
according to John of St. Thomas, that St. Thomas’ description
of the baptismal character as a * passive” power is to be
explained. Since a particular problem of textual interpretation
arises here this point must be examined more closely.

A “ passive power”

The phrase “ passive power ~ used of the baptismal character
by St. Thomas, in III, q. 63, a. 2, has caused a great deal of
confusion in his readers. The fault, as will be seen, does not
lie with him.

Taking the phrase in isolation and leaving out of considera-
tion the whole theological fabric into which St. Thomas weaves
it, not a few readers of the Summa have asserted that the
baptismal character is a simple, inactive power of receiving
the effects of the sacraments. Why, if this were his meaning,
St. Thomas should not call it a. disposition of the soul they do
not say. Still less can they suggest any convincing reason why
he should call it instrumental. Any such material idea of the
character as a passive receptacle leaves no adequate reply to
Suarez’ very pertinent question: Passive to what? It is hard
to conceive to what form the character could be passive. The
major commentators, in reply, recognize a limited force in the

" Ibid., n. 182: “Et licet ad recipiendum tales formas in genere entis seu
accidentis sola natura animae aut potentiae sufficeret, sicut et ipsae suscipiunt
characterem, tamen ad recipiendum illas ex officio et sacramentaliter (etsi physice
suscipiantur) requiritur character, mediante quo valide suscipitur sacramentum et
gratia sacramentalis; ideoque etiam in suscipiendo ministerialis causa est, licet in
recipiendis illis in ratione entis nulla ratio ministerii attendatur.”
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objection. They admit that the character is not itself passive
to grace which is received in the essence of the soul, and say
that for it to be called passive—at least in a wide sense—it is
sufficient that it make the subject able to receive grace.”® They
suggest that it may be strictly passive to other characters in the
sense that it receive them as a subject.”” They nearly all admit
that it must have some action of its own, whatever object they
assign to this.®

"8 Cf. Salmanticenses, tr. 22, disp. 4, 2. 2, n. 42: “Ad hoc ut aliquid sit et
dicatur potentia passiva saltem minus proprie et rigorose . . . minime requiritur
quod In se recipiat actum, vel formam, respectu cuius dicitur potentia passiva:
sed sufficit quod subjectum rigorose receptivum coaptet ad recipiendum actum, vel
formam. . . . Quare concessc quod character baptismi non recipiat in se illos
effectus, ad quos homines aptat minime sequitur non esse veram potentiam pas-
sivam et receptivam, licet minus proprie.” Gonet, Clypeus theol. thom., De
Sacramentis, disp. 4, a. 2, n. 79: “ Sufficit ad rationem potentiae passivae quod
reddat subjectum capax receptionis alicuius formae vel actus . . . Character
baptismalis licet in se proprie non recipiat illa sacramenta aut alios characteres
eo ipso tamen quod hominem disponat ad illorum receptionem habet sufficienter
quod requiritur ad rationem potentiae physicae passivae.” Contenson, Theol. mentis
et cordis, Lib. 2, p. 7, diss. 1, cap. 2. Both Bafiez (in Summa Theol., III, p. 63,
a. 2, n. 8) and Sylvius (in Summa Theol., I11, q. 63, a. 2) are led to propose that
the character simply gives a moral right to receive sacramental grace.

7 Cf. Salmanticenses, ibid.; Gonet, ibid., n. 83 (cf., however, n. 79, quoted
above, note 78); John of St. Thomas also admits this as a possibility, disp. 25,
a. 2, n. 181, but this a secondary aspect of his teaching. ~

8 Cf. Cajetan, in Summa Theol., III, q. 73, a. 5: “Patet etiam non sic intelli-
gendam characterem esse potentiam passivam tamquam si poneretur pure passive.
Potest enim aliquem actum habere.” Salmanticenses, disp. 5, dub. 3, n. 49:
“Character baptismalis non est mera potentia aut capacitas passiva, sed im-
portat etiam activam virtutem, praesertim ad eliciendum actus sub ratione dis-
positionis congruse ad suscipiendum caetera sacramenta; quamvis enim non
insignitus eo charactere queat omnes illos actus secundum speciem elicere, non
tamen secundum quod ad sacramenta disponunt.” (The “causal” bias of the
Salmanticenses is to be noted in the idea of disposition.) N. 50 they speak of the
character as “ quaedam potentia executiva instrumentalis . . . praesertim quantum
ad susceptionem et administrationem sacramentorum. Quare. character et debet
esse participatio potentiae executivae Del et recipi in potentia executiva animae.

. . Ad characterem spectat exequi actiones sacras externas, elevando scilicet
tellectum practicum et concurrendo simul cum illo ad executionem et directionem
praedictarum operationum. . . . Perficit (character) intellectum practicum ut
efficiat operationes pertinentes ad cultum Dei et quantum ad hoc nos Christo facit
consimiles. . . . Unde facile intelligitur characterem baptismi recipi in intellectu
practico, communicando eius imperio efficaciam, ut alias potentias moveat ad
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In this they are merely reproducing what St. Thomas teaches
explicitly in III, q. 63, a. 4 where he asks whether the subject
of the character is a power of the soul:

The character is a certain seal impressed on the soul for receiving
or giving to others what belongs to divine worship. Now, divine
worship consists in certain acts. But it is the powers of the soul
that are directed towards acts, in the same way as its essence is
directed towards existence. Consequently, the subject of the char-
acter is not the essence of the soul, but one of its powers.®

The reply to the first objection states that grace is given to
bearers of the character only in order

that they may carry out worthily what they are deputed to. Hence
a subject is to be assigned to the character with reference to the
acts belonging to divine worship, rather than with reference to
grace.®?

Likewise the second reply defends the assignation of a power
as the subject of the character on the grounds that

whatever is directed towards action is to be attributed to a power.??

It 1s, finally, in the reply to the third objection of this important
article that St. Thomas explains the new object given by the
character to the power which is its subject:

The character is directed towards what belongs to divine worship.
Divine worship is a certain profession of faith by external signs.
Consequently, the character must be in the intellectual power of
the soul, in which is faith.®*

St. Thomas makes no distinction here between the character
of the minister and that of the subject. This article, and in
particular the reply to the third objection, justifies fully the

validam receptionem caeterorum sacramentorum.” Dom. Soto, In IV Sent., dist.
1, q. 4, a. 6: “Susceptio et administratio est actus et exercitium divini cultus.”

8 Summa Theol., 111, q. 63, a. 4. Cf. IV Sent., d. 7, q. 2, a. 1, sol. 2.

% Ibid., ad 1.

88 Ibid., ad 2.

8 Ibid., ad 8. Cf. ibid., a. 1, ad 1: “ Fideles Christi . . . da actus convenientes
praesenti Ecclesiae deputantur . . .”
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teaching of John of St. Thomas that the characters are directed
essentially towards giving sacramental validity to the worship-
ful acts of minister and subject. The distinction between the
two characters corresponds to the parts played by minister and
subject respectively in the sacramental sign-action and in the
production of grace to which this action is finally directed.”

Hence the “ passivity ” of the baptismal character in no way
diminishes the personal activity of a conscious subject whose
intention of receiving the sacrament is thus given sacramental
validity and is enabled to complete the sign-action by making
the sacrament actually received and hence operative, It is
precisely because it is through the baptismal character that
this validity is imparted to the subject’s intention and that
the sacrament is signified as “received ” that this character
is said to be “ passive.” It enables the subject to provide the
passive element of the sign. It is because such validity implies
divine intervention in the sacraments that the character is said
to be instrumental. In other words, 1t can produce its formal
effect, validity, only when the sacramental action actually
signifies the divine decree of justification. These are conclusions
that are implicit in St. Thomas’ article.®

Some modifications are to be made in the case of reception
of the sacraments by an unconscious person. When one who
is baptized receives a sacrament in this condition his intention
—and he must have an habitual intention, whether implicit or
explicit—cannot intervene actively; neither, therefore, can his
character. As already explained, he receives the sacrament in
the fashion of a child, ad modum pueri. Nevertheless, his
character may be sald to pertain to the perfection of the
sacramental sign insofar as it is itself a sign of deputation to

8 Cf. ibid., q. 63, a. 2: “ Divinus cultus consistit vel in recipiendo aliqua divina,
vel in tradendo aliis. Ad utrumque autem horum requiritur quaedam potentia;
nam ad tradendum aliquid aliis, requiritur potentia activa; ad recipiendum autem
requiritur potentia passiva.”

8 Note that it is immediately after he has said that the baptismal character is
a passive power that St. Thomas goes on: “ Sciendum tamen quod haec spiritualis
potestas est instrumentalis . . . Habere enim sacramentalem characterem com-
petit ministris Del.” (Ibid.)
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Christian worship.®” Administration of a sacrament other than
baptism (unless qualified by a condition in the form) signifies
that the subject is a member of the Church. Here again, as
with the habitual intention that is required of those who previ-
ously had the use of reason, if the subject does not in fact
possess a character the sign-action is false and no effect can
follow.

An “ instrumental power”

This is the crucial point of St. Thomas’ teaching on the
baptismal character which, it appears, can be adequately ex-
plained only in the light of what John of St. Thomas says about
the character as a passive power. The commentators follow
St. Thomas in saying of all three characters that they are
instrumental.®* Since, however, they relate the instrumentality
of the priestly character directly to the production of grace *°
they are at a loss to explain the instrumentality of the char-
acter of baptism and are content simply to report St. Thomas’
own words.”

87Cf. ibid., ad 4. This involves the knowledge that the Church has that a
person has submitted to baptism. Cf. also John of St. Thomas, loc. cit. disp.
25, a. 2, n. 181: “Datur enim potentia passiva . . . ut [aliquid] sacramentaliter
recipiatur; est autem sacramentaliter recipere, cum debita intentione habituali, vel
virtuali, vel actuali recipere.”

8 Cf. Summa Theol., III, q. 63, a. 2: “Sciendum tamen quod haec spiritualis
potentia est instrumentalis.”

8 Cf. Salmanticenses, tr. 22, disp. 5, dub. 2, nn. 31, 37, 39, 51 (referring to
baptismal character explicitly); Gonet, De sacramentis, disp. 4, a. 2, nn. 59, 7%;
Sylvius, in III, q. 63, a. 2; Bafiez, in Summa Theol., III, q. 63, a. 2, nn. 6, 8
(referring to baptismal character explicitly); Billuart, diss. 4, a. 2 and a. 3;
Cajetan has no comment in Summa Theol., IIl, q. 63, a. 2.

°0 Cf. Salmanticenses, 2bid., nn. 34, 46; Gonet, ibid., nn. 60, 72; Baifiez, tbid., n. 7;
Billuart, sbid.; Sylvius, ibid., however, does not agree and quotes III, q. 63, a. 4,
ad 1: “ Character directe quidem et propinque disponit animam ad ea quae sunt
divini cultus exequenda.” '

°! Bafiez, loc. cit., n. 8, is an exception: “ Potest dici instrumentalis,” he explains,
“eo quod non est proportionata secundum se ad recipiendum sacramenta, scil.,
gratiam quae est effectus sacramentorum, sed solummodo constituit hominem
communicatorem divinorum quantum ad jus quoddam quod adquirit ex eo quod
baptizatus est ad petenda et recipienda sacramenta. Et fortasse possemus dicere
quod illa potentia dicitur instrumentalis moraliter, non physice, vel potius secundum
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For John of St. Thomas instrumentality is implicit in the
very notion of a passive sacramental power. He refers to
Cajetan’s teaching that the baptismal character is not a merely
passive power and explains that,

just as the minister is a living instrument who is not simply pas-
sively applied to producing the effect of the sacrament but who is
applied as a living being, so the baptismal character is given for
receiving as a minister who is a living instrument.®®

This is a form of reception to which no parallel is to be found
outside the sacraments; it is something that follows immedi-
ately on the nature of the sacraments as signs which are used
by God for producing grace.

The sacraments are received by the body “ naturally,” that is to
say, as corporeal entities; by reason of the character they are
received “ sacramentally ” and as valid sacramental actions. . . .
For this it is not required that the character itself receive the
reality of the sacramental action, since its purpose is not to receive
the sacrament “ naturally ” and as a physical entity, but that such
a sacrament should be received with sacramental validity and pre-
cisely as a sacrament. Though the character is in the soul it is
responsible for the whole man receiving the action sacramentally
and not merely naturally.®®

This is to say that the character is a * passive ” power in that
its intervention enables the sacrament to exist formally as
received by the subject. John of St. Thomas goes on to develop

quamdam similitudinem ad facultatem quae proprie dicitur instrumentalis. Quae
similitudo consistit in hoe quod, quemadmodum facultas quae proprie dicitur in-
strumentalis non est proportionata ad effectum ad quem efficienter concurrit, ita
etiam illa potentia ad recipienda sacramenta non est proportionata ad formam
quae est effectus sacramentorum, scilicet ad gratiam.”

%2 John of St. Thomas, loc. cit., disp. 25, a. 2, n. 129.

°8 Jbid., n. 180: “ Sacramenta recipiuntur in corpore quasi naturaliter, seu ut
entitates quaedam corporeae, medio autem charactere sacramentaliter, et ut validae
actiones sacramentales. . . . Ad hoc non requiritur quod character realitatem
actionis sacramentalis suscipiat in se, quia non datur ad naturaliter et in genere
entis suscipiendum characterem [sic—for sacramentum: see following phrase] sed
ut tale sacramentum suscipiatur valide sacramentaliter et in ratione sacramenti.
Et licet character sit in anima tamen facit quod totus homo sacramentaliter
suscipit hanc actionem et non solum naturaliter.”
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this further. “ What is involved,” he asks, “in °receiving
sacramentally ’?” He replies:

To receive the sacraments sacramentally, in other words, to receive
them validly by reason of the character, this is [what is implied on
the part of the subject by reason of the fact that] the sacraments
depend in their very existence as sacraments on a subject actually
receiving, in the category of a material cause.®

It is of paramount importance to take account of the modifi-
cation attached to the idea of material cause. The sacraments
“in their very existence as sacraments ” depend on the subject
as on such a cause; and this means primarily that the subject
acts as the passive element in the sign-action of the sacrament.

Agan:

The action depends intrinsically for its sacramentality on the sub-
ject with a character, in the category of material cause.*®

Therefore, before a sacrament can exist as applied to an indi-
vidual subject, that subject must possess a character and, if
conscious, activate his character by forming an intention of
receiving the sacrament. The sacramental action of administra-
tion is intrinsically deficient if this submission is not made.
John of St. Thomas goes on to explain why this demands a
physical passive power by drawing an analogy with the activity
of the minister of the sacrament. Just as the minister requires
a physical, active power if the actions which he performs are to
be sacramental, that is, are to be valid sacramental signs, so
the subject requires a physical, passive power if, in his recep-
tion, he is to serve as a material cause on which the sacrament
depends, first of all in the order of signification, not as an
empty human action, but precisely as enriched by the power
of Christ.®®

°tIbid., n. 181: “Et si quaeras, quid sit sacramentaliter suscipere ut ad hoc
requiratur potentia physica passiva, respondetur, quod sacramentaliter suscipere
sacramenta, seu valide suscipere ex vi characteris, est dependere sacramenta in
ratione sacramenti a subjecto suscipiente in genere causae materialis.”

6 Ibid., n. 180.

% Ibid., n. 181: “Et sicut ad operandum sacramenta non solum in quantum
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The character is not, consequently, itself receptive of the
effect of the sacrament. It serves rather to make the sacra-
ment effective insofar as it gives sacramental validity to the
intention by which the subject completes the sign-action of
administration and reception. It is in virtue of this intention
that the subject acts as a term for the action of the sacrament,
on the human level of signification; but by this very fact, in
virtue of his character, the subject completes the application to
himself of the sacrament as an action of Christ, first of all,
and formally, on the level of signification, thus preparing the
way for consequent efficient causality. It is only now that
there is any possibility of the sacrament producing an effect.
It is because the subject makes this final application of the
sacrament to himself—an application that is itself strictly
sacramental or on the level of signification and only conse-
quently of causality—that he can be said to act as a minister
of God. Whether he receives grace from the sacrament that he
has helped to apply to himself in this way depends, not on his
character, but on his dispositions, in other words, on whether
he has used his character properly or not.””

The passive power is consequently called instrumental,

not as though it were a movement and a power derived from the
principal agent; for that would make of it an active power [that is,
it is not an efficient instrumental power]. It is said to be instru-
mental insofar as it is ministerial and serving in ministerial fashion
so that the effect may be received in the subject, not entitatively
and materially, but sacramentally. For sacramental reception is
in a certain sense ministerial. And therefore the power for receiving

actiones naturales sunt, v.g., absolutionem, unctionem, ablutionem ete., sed in
quantum sacramentales sunt, indiget homo potentia quadam activa physica, quae
est character; ita ad suscipiendum eiusdem actiones in quantum sacramentales
sunt, indiget homo physica polentia passiva a qua in genere causae materialis
dependet sacramentum ut sacramentum sit, id est, non ut purum elementum, aut
elementalis actio, sed ut habet excellentias quas a Christi virtute participat
sacramentum.”

°7 Ibid., n. 132: “ Potentia passiva debet esse susceptiva actus in se quando est
in prinecipali agente; quando vero est in ministro, sufficit quod reddat illum aptum
ad hoc sacramentum et collatum validum sit et valide susceptum, licet non
conferat ut digne et debite sit susceptum.”
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effects in this way is not something perfect in the genus of power,
since it is not for perfectly [or materially] receiving those effects,
but for receiving them sacramentally and in ministerial fashion . . .
insofar as a person moves himself to receive those things that
belong to divine worship, as a minister and a living instrument.®®

Though the baptismal character does not receive a transient
elevation from Christ, it can achieve its effect (that, namely,
of giving validity to the subject’s intention) only when the
subject is actually subordinated as a material cause to the
sacrament. This is the normal inter-play of formal and material
causality. Hence the character is only “by reduction,” re-
ductive, a power.

Because it bears this power the intellect of the baptized
Christian is enabled, in producing connaturally an external
profession of faith, to serve as a minister the strictly sacra-
mental action by which Christ sanctifies men.”® The sign-action
of the sacraments of the Church to which the characters of
orders and baptism are directed has no other purpose than to
signify and to put into effect the divine will of justification. In-
deed, their very existence as sacraments of Christ is dependent
less on the actions of men than on that of God and Christ.
What the minister and subject produce as principal causes by
that very fact is used by Christ as sign and as cause. Hence
the essentially incomplete nature of what they do as principal

8 Ibid., n. 185. Cf. ibid., n. 181. John of St. Thomas suggests that the bap-
tismal character may also physically receive not only the other characters but
also sacramental grace precisely as sacramental and as perfecting the intellect in
the performance of acts of worship (cf. ibid., n. 184). As an accompaniment to
his main theme he argues that even in receiving these forms the character would
be a ministerial power since these all pertain to the subject’s action as a
minister. Cf. bid., nn. 181, 182.

*® Ibid., disp. 25, a. 4, n. 25: “ Potentia [he is referring to the intellect] est tota
inclinata ad actus, et inclinatio ad agendum, et ideo connaturaliter et juxta
modum proprium solum est capax activitatis, quae sit actus primus aut secundus;
ministerialiter autem est capax non solum activitatis quae sit actus primus, sed
etiam potentiae, sive activae, sive passivae in ordine ad actus, quos ministerialiter
debet exercere, si ministeriale illud exercitium habeat proportionem et convenientiam
cum actibus illius potentiae in qua subjectatur; sic enim character cum sit potentia
ad protestandum exterius fidem per signa sensibilia, convenienter in ipso subjecto
fidei ponitur,”
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causes. It is something that must be brought to perfection by
Christ. The subject’s role may therefore be described as that of
serving Christ ministerially or instrumentally as the person in
whom the sacrament is to produce its effect; that is to say, in
the category of material cause primarily in the order of signifi-
cation, consequently in the order of causality. This is as far as
John of St. Thomas goes; but it appears to be possible to de-
termine more precisely the relation of the subject’s participa-
tion in the sacramental action to the physical causality of grace
by the sacrament.

In its strict and proper sense instrumental causality is veri-
fied only in the order of physical efficient causes. The instru-
ment is active in producing the effect, not by reason of its own
form, but because it is moved by the principal cause, receiving
from it a transient efficacy, vis fluens.*® The action of the
instrument as such is the action of the principal cause insofar
as the latter uses the proper action of the instrument.** Thus
the instrument produces the whole-effect, in its own order and
in subordination to the principal cause.

This notion is transferred to other contexts. Thus a delegate
or a sign may be called an instrument, the one moral, the
other logical, since both draw efficacy in their actions from
some other source. Their separate relations to their “ principal
causes > are clearly analogical.

Likewise, within the order of physical causality itself, not
all instruments correspond to the strict definition. Since God
operates in all actions, even secondary causes may be said to
be His instruments, though this does not involve any transient
elevation of the creature.’®®> Nor do all entities that serve as
instruments attain the effect of the principal cause; some
produce only a disposition which calls for the final effect.*® Of
instruments that attain the final effect, some do so by disposing
the material cause (dispositio operata), others modify the

100 Ct. de Verit.,, q. 27, a. 4; ibid., ad 4. -
101 Cf Summa Theol., 111, q. 19, a. 1.
12 Cf. de Pot., q. 3, a. 7.

103 Cf, IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, sol. 1.
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action of the principal cause (dispositio operans).*** An ex-
ample of the latter is the imagination which is the instrument
of the active intellect in producing a species in the passive
intellect.*® In all of these analogical applications the notion of
instrument maintains one connotation: the instrument always
attains some effect that lies beyond its natural power.**

The sacraments are directed towards the production of grace
and, together with the minister and in subordination to the
humanity of Christ and God, intervene physically as instru-
ments in the strict sense in causing this effect. The sign-action
which precedes (by a priority of nature) and regulates this
causal action is wholly attributable as a common act of wor-
ship to minister and subject insofar as they, as principal causes,
intend to do what the Church does. Their proper action ends
here; but it is to this action of theirs that God conforms His
sanctifying action which is signified and put into efiect by
means of it. This constitutes the full instrumental intervention
of the subject and the primary instrumental intervention of
the minister. The subject does nothing more than provide a
term for the action of God by appropriating the sign-action to
himself, This is, strictly speaking, confined to the order of
signification; but, since the causality of the sacrament follows
on this order, the subject, by the action which his passive part
in the sign demands, may be said to “ modify ” the divine
action. The “ instrumental ” activity involved is that of dis-
positio operans, and it may be described by reason of its proper
effect in the order of signification as material Instrumental
causality. (The subject, however, elicits the action in the
manner of an efficient cause.) It is to be noted that this is a
wholly unique form of instrumentality. In every other example
of efficient causality the material cause receives immediately
the effect. Only in the sacraments where efficient causality
follows upon signification must an instrumental material cause
intervene on the level of signification.

104 Cf. John of St. Thomas, disp. 24, a. 1, n. 577.

195 Cf. J. Gredt, Elementa philosophiae, vol. I, nn. 576-579, vol. II, nn. 765-768.
e Cf. IV Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 4, sol. 1.
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Notes on certain of the sacraments

In the sacrament of baptism it is clear that no character
intervenes on the part of the subject.’® Here, however, the
simple intention of an adult plays the same part as does an
intention made valid by a character in the other sacraments.
This is because of the very nature of the sacrament which is
not for those who are already members of the Church, but
for those who are seeking entrance.® An analogy to the in-
hering instrumental power of the character might be found in
the case of baptism in the right won by Christ over all men
in His passion.

In penance and matrimony the acts of the subject take the
place of the matter of the sacrament and are used by God in
producing the effect.**® The character of baptism performs the
same function in these sacraments as in the others insofar as it
enables the subject to receive sacramentally. It is, therefore,
ouly at the moment of absolution that the character is active
in penance. The three acts of the penitent require its inter-
vention only insofar as they are present at this moment. To
enter into the contract of marriage requires no special sacra-
mental power since it is a natural act; but to participate in
the ceremony as a subject of a sacrament the baptismal char-
acter is required.’*® Consequently, though it might be said
that in a marriage of two baptized persons each partner is
* minister ” of the sacrament in relation to the other, this must
be understood to be an analogical use of the term. The attempt

197 B, Durst, 0.5.B., De characteribus sacramentaltbus, (*Xenia thomistica,”
vol. 2, Rome, 1924, pp. 541-581) attempts to show that the baptismal character
intervenes in the sacrament of baptism itself. This is unnecessary; it was not
taught by St. Thomas and appears contrary to his notions of baptism as spiritual
generation and as the janua sacramentorum; cf. IV Cont. Gent., ¢. §9: “. . . ad
susceptionem aliorum sacramentorum. . . .”

198 Cf. John of St. Thomas, disp. 25, a. 4, n. 40.

100 Cf. Summa Theol., 111, q. 84, a. 2; q. 86, a. 6; Suppl.,, q. 42, a. 1; q. 42, a. 3,
ad 2; Cajetan, in Summa Theol,, II1, q. 84, a. 2, n. 4.

110 Cf, John of St. Thomas, disp. 25, a. 2, n. 100: “. . . matrimonium autem, quia
non fit per aliquam sacram actionem, sed per contractum naturalem; et ideo
specialem deputationem non requirit administrationem eius, ad susceptionem autem
requirit quod contrahentes sunt baptizati.”
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of some theologians to explain the activity that is to be
attributed to the baptismal character by asserting that it is
required for contracting marriage is unacceptable. The same
is to be said of the suggestion that the baptismal character is
active when a layman baptizes in case of necessity. Such
efforts as these to extend the layman’s participation in the
sacraments serve only to confuse the notion of the passive
cultual power by reason of which he plays an essential part in
the Church’s liturgy.

Notion of oPus OPERATUM

Nothing of what has been said takes away from the inner
power of the sacraments to justify and to bring increase of
grace quite beyond what the subject could merit for himself.
This is taken for granted as the teaching of the Church. The
whole discussion has been concerned with what is required on
the part of the subject for this power to be brought to bear on
the soul.

It is accepted from the Church, therefore, that the sacra-
ments produce their effects ex opere operato, that is, because
of direct divine intervention; but what sense is to be given to
the term opus operatum? The difficulty in replying to this
question arises from the fact that St. Thomas does not use the
opus operans, opus operatum terminology in the Summa and,
consequently, nowhere interprets it in the light of his fully de-
veloped sacramental theology.*** Philologically and histori-
cally *** the original sense of the terms makes a distinction
between two aspects of an action: first, as proceeding from an
agent and as morally imputable to him (opus operans), and
second, as having in itself a certain moral independence (opus

111 96 occurrences of one or other or both of the terms, or some variant of them,
have been found in Il Sent. and IV Sent. (Three at least of these texts reappear
in the Supplement.) Only two other texts have been found: in Ioan., c. 6, lect. 6,
and ad Heb., c. 3, lect. 3 (both reportationes).

112 Texts may be found in A. Landgraf, Dogmengeschichte der Friihscholastik, Ster
Teil, Band I (Regensburg, 1954), pp. 53{., 1451,; and E. Filthaut, O.P., Roland
von Cremona, O0.P., und die Anfinge der Scholastik im Predigerorden (Vechta i.
0., 19836), pp. 161f.



THE RECIPIENT AND SACRAMENTAL SIGNIFICATION 297

operatum). Though by the middle of the thirteenth century
some liberty was taken in applying the distinction to more
complex situations, the formal idea of opus operatum as some-
thing, under one aspect at least, independent of the moral dis-
positions of the agent was undisputed. Applied to the sacra-
ments the term denominates a sacrament in relation to the
minister and subject, denying its dependence for its powers
on their merit or virtuous activity. St. Thomas adopts this
usage in the Sentences, making opus operatum basically a
synonym for the sacramental ceremony. In one place he raises
this simple juridical idea onto a lofty plane by attributing the
opus operatum to God: quod est opus Dei™® This extended
use of the term leaves the way open for later theologlans to
develop a derived, mystical sense of what was originally a
moral, not to say legal, term."**

The sign-theology of the sacramental tract of the Tertia Pars
imposes certain refinements on our notion of opus operatum.
It has been shown that according to this theology the opus
operatum which is used as the vehicle of the divine action is
itself produced by the common action of minister and subject.
The opus operatum is their cormmon act of external worship, in
which the minister plays the active, the subject the passive,
part. These parts, as has already been seen, are denominated
“active ” and “ passive ” by reason of their respective func-
tions in the sacramental sign. To fulfil these symbolic functions
action is required of both minister and (conscious) subject.
The opus operans is therefore twofold, distinguished according
as the elements of the opus operatum are dependent on either
minister or subject. In the Sentences the opus operatum was
understood to be the result of the minister’s action alone. The
development of St. Thomas’ doctrine in the Summa requires
that the opus operans of the subject be also made partially
responsible for the opus operatum. In this article the essential
element of the subject’s opus operans—his intention of re-

L8 IV Sent., d. 4, q. 3, a. 2, sol. 3, ad 1.
14 Dr. Schillebeeckx, op. cit., pp. 641f., is not wholly faithful to the text when
he reads this derived sense into all the occurrences in the Sentences.
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ceiving the sacrament—has been indicated. It remains to
investigate what elements are required for integral or fruitful
participation in the sacraments, and what is their relation to
the opus operatum.

Conclusions

I In the Sentences St. Thomas reduces the participation of
the subject to the minimum: for the majority of the sacraments
it involves nothing more than an intention of reception which
1s a removens prohibens; In penance and matrimony it enters
the essence of the sacrament. This follows on the point of view
of the Sentences according to which the sacraments of the
Church are considered merely as causes.

IT In the Summa the sacraments are considered not as mere
causes but as integral parts of external worship; and in the
realm of signification the subject may be allowed a part that
can be said to be “ in ” the sacrament, always without prejudice
to the essence of the sacrament. This is no more than a hint;
but taken in conjunction with St. Thomas’ whole sacramental
outlook—in particular his suggestions concerning the characters
and his insistence on the cultual nature of the sacraments—
it 1s extremely suggestive. Under pain of invalidity the subject
must intend to receive the sacrament and must have the bap-
tismal character for the sacraments other than baptism. In
relation to the causality of the sacrament the subject’s acts are
dispositive.

IIT In common with all action except creation the causality
of the sacraments cannot be exercised without a subject. What
is peculiar to this form of action is that it is preceded (by a
priority of nature) and specified by a sign. It is therefore re-
quired that the concious subject signify his willing acceptance
of the sacrament before the latter can be actively applied to
him as a concrete, practical sign of the Church’s faith used in-
strumentally by God in producing sacramental grace and the
characters. Thus the subject’s intention forms an integral part
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of a true sacramental sign. Without it, those sacraments which
exist only at the time of use, even though they have their es-
sential parts, lack something required for their perfection. It
is only when they are perfect as signs received by an individual
that there is any possibility of their acting as causes.

IV Variations in the intention of the subject. What is es-
sential to the sacrament is that it should signify the giving of
grace to a subject. The state of consciousness of the individual
subject to whom the sacrament is concretely applied determines
the signification of the complete sign-action. Thus, although
all those who are unconscious (or wholly distracted) are in-
capable of any active participation and consequently receive
such sacraments as are administered to them and they are
capable of ad modum pueri, the sacramental sign differs ac-
cording to the particular condition of the subject. If the subject
is a child or an imbecile from birth the sacramental sign-action
signifies as such and is true simply through physical submis.
sion. If the subject, however, is one who previously had the use
of reason (or who is temporarily distracted) the sacramental
sign will be true only if his will habitually accepts the sacra-
ment, since what is signified is justification of one who is un-
conscious and who places no obstacle in the way of the sacra-
ment. A conscious subject whose reception of the sacrament
is a human act (this excludes one who is distracted and who
has only an habitual intention) must have at least a virtual
intention. Consequently, no generalization assigning the in-
tention of the subject a lower degree than that of the minister
is acceptable.

V The baptismal character is required to give validity to the
subject’s intention so that the common act of worship per-
formed by minister and subject (as principal causes), the
actions of one forming the active element of the symbol, the
actions of the other forming the passive element of the symbol,
may be used by God and by Christ to signify and put into
effect the divine decree of sanctification as brought to bear
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on the individual subject. This is what is meant by calling the
characters “ instrumental ” powers. The subject provides a
term for the action of God by appropriating the sign-action to
himself. Acting thus on the level of signification he may fur-
ther be said to have a certain part to play in relation to the
vausality of the sacrament since the causality follows on (pos-
terioritate naturae) the signification. The subject may be said
to “modify > the divine action in this sense and hence to act
as an “instrumental ” cause in relation to grace, producing a
disposition for the effect which is a dispositio operans, a dispo-
sitton which consists in providing by his actions the passive
element of the symbol. (This is not to be confused with the
material dispositions required in the soul of the subject for
receiving grace.) This is a wholly unique form of instrumen-
tality. In every other example of eflicient causality the ma-
terial cause receives immediately the effect. Only in the sacra-
ments where eflicient causality follows upon signification must
an instrumental material cause intervene.

Thus, in summary, the subject as an efficient cause provides
the material or passive element of the sign—this action is “ in-
strumental > insofar as it serves to complete the sign of the
divine decree of justification as applied to the individual. Thus
the subject by way of the sign applies the divine sacramental
action to himself—therefore as an “ instrumental ” “ material »
cause. In relation to the actual infusion of grace the subject
is a simple material—though human-—cause.

VI The baptismal character is always a passive power in this
sense. To think of it as “active ” in matrimony or baptism
administred by a layman is to confuse St. Thomas’ notion
of it.

VIIL The opus operatum “ from ” which (ex) the effect of the
sacrament is produced is the common act of external worship
of minister and subject which is the sign of the divine decree
of justifying the individual. The opus operans is therefore two-
fold, distinguished according as certain elements of the opus
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operatum are dependent on the minister, others on the subject.
The essential opus operans of the subject which is required for
valid reception is willing acceptance of the sacrament. This
involves the intention of receiving and, for sacraments other
than baptism, implies the possession of the baptismal character.

(To be continued)

CoLman O’Nemwy, O.P.
Dominican. House of Studies
Tallaght, Dublin
Eire



Is HEIDEGGER A NIHILIST?

[

HE shift in accent which occurs in the works posterior
to 1930 marks Heidegger’s concentration on developing
the positive side of the doctrine of finite Being. Viewed

thus positively, the Being revealed by the Dasein’s existence is
historical. Consequently, the sum-total of the historical destiny
of mankind composes the immeasurably rich treasury of con-
crete human possibility, which, in the form of the progressive
illumination of the things that are, can be called their Being.
But because the Dasein is finite, the negative element, so
strongly emphasized by Heidegger in Was ist Metaphysik?
cannot be ignored, but joins with the positive to weave a chi-
aroscuro picture of a revelation of the things that are that is
at the same time always a dissimulation.

In the Postseript to Was ist Metaphysik?, written in 1943,
some 13 years after the Imaugural Lecture itself, Heidegger
seeks to equilibriate the black and the white of what was
said in the original discussion of the Nothing. After having
admitted that Was ist Metaphysik? is thought “ in transition ”
which has not borne its full positive fruit and which remains
too much in reaction against the traditional ontology, Heideg-
ger seeks to show that what was written there is nevertheless
basically sound. To put the earlier doctrine into clear perspec-
tive, Heidegger proposes to allay three “ misgivings ” that have
arisen concerning the work, with the intention of showing that
the lecture may, and indeed should, in each case be interpreted
in a way that leads past the forbidding negative assertions to a
positive doctrine of Being. These misgivings are of particular
interest, for they not only show the points about which the
later Heidegger has become sensitive, but in the answers furn-
ished to each problem we are provided with a vivid demon-
stration of the advances which the later Heidegger has made in
coming into full, positive possession of the ontology he would
found in breaking with the past.

302
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The three misgivings are these: (1) Having made “ noth-
ing” (das Nichts) the subject of metaphysics, the lecture be-
comes the last word in Nihilism; (2) A philosophy of “ 4ngst ”
paralyzes the will to act; (3) The anti-logicism of the lecture
leads to a philosophy of pure feeling.' Let us examine the
author’s answer to each misgiving separately.

1. After reviewing the analysis in Was ist Metaphysik? that
led to the affirmation of the Nothing, Heidegger seeks to
forestall any possible nihilistic interpretation of his intentions.

It would be immature . . . to adopt the facile explanation that
Nothing is merely the nugatory, equating it with the non-existent
(das Wesenlose). We should rather equip ourselves and make
ready for one thing only: to experience in Nothing the vastness
of that which gives every being the warrant to be. That is Being
itself. Without Being, whose unfathomable and unmanifest essence
is vouchsafed us by the Nothing in essential dread, everything that
“is” would remain in Beinglessness (Sein losigkeit). But this is
not a nugatory nothing, assuming that it is the truth of Being that
Being never essentializes itself without Seienden, and Seienden can-
not be without Being.?

The opening of a transcendental horizon is not, indeed, a nuga-
tory nothing, just as it 1s not either the work of a “ something,”
—a Seiende in its Seiendhert. But when the philosopher wishes
to introduce into history the proper presence of the Presence
that opens an horizon, and he wishes to distinguish his con-
ception of “ Being” from the traditional metaphysical con-
ception which always begins with things as things, then clearly
the first effort at expression is bound to be negative. . . . Being
is Nor Seiendhert. Even when Heidegger affirms that it is
Anguish which reveals that the Nothing is at the heart of the
transcendence of Being, this is not nihilistic in the visual sense.
Indeed, anguish i¢s the grasp of the radical freedom of our
finitude, but it is that freedom in and through its finitude
which makes possible that presence of the things-that-are which
we call “ Being.” The accent then is positive when Heidegger

1 Was ist Metaphysik? p. 45. ® Was ist Metaphysik? p. 46.
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declares that it is because we can grasp our own finite end in
death that we can stand-out, Ek-sist in a projection which
makes it possible to render a sense to things. The Nothing,
then, is “ abgrundig ” because it is not an infinite absolute and
because there is none necessary in order that Being might be;
it is “ unfathomable ” because of the vastness of our tran-
scendence of the things that are and because of the vastness
of the sum total of things themselves, a vastness not of infinity,
but of great extent (Weitraumigkeit). In a word, finitude does
not, for Heidegger, necessarily imply a nihilism, because Being
can be fully real, fully transcendent, without needing to be
infinitely Absolute. Both the Dasein’s freedom and the totality
of the things that are are nonetheless “real ” for not being
either eternal or unmoving. They constitute a positive some-
thing, without for all that breaking through the bonds of
finitude.

2. The second answer is basically prepared by the answer
to the third, so let us save it for last. Heidegger answers the
objection of illogicism by developing the notion that there is a
more originative thinking than logic, upon which logic depends.
Our author analyzes the derived, non-fundamental knowledge
that we use in everyday life in terms of “ calculation.” Calcu-
lation begins its operations upon a whole that is already
“given ” and in which it does not interest itself as a whole, but
only in terms of its sums and parts, which it takes apart and
reassembles following the schemes it has erected out of the
necessities of daily life. The whole, however, of that which
it ignores “in its wholeness "—because it is incalculable—is
nevertheless “ always closer to man in its enigmatic unknow-
ableness than anything that °is,” than anything he may arrange
or plan; this can sometimes put the essential man in touch
with a thinking whose truth no ‘logic’ can grasp.”*

The distinction which Heidegger develops here between the
consumptivity of calculation and the originality of “ essential
thinking ” is very central to his whole philosophy. As we shall

* Ibid., p. 48. * Ibid., pp. 48-49.
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see later, the same distinction—which declares that all human
activity either gets to the root of things or not, either unfolds
in view of the originative freedom of the Dasein or not—is at
the heart of the authentic-inauthentic dichotomy, presented in
Sein und Zeit as the two horns of human existence, providing
the two poles of the necessary dialectic which must divide the
“ undifferentiated structure of the Dasein” in all of its de-
terminations. All thinking then must abound in the “ calcu-
lative,” but there can be no calculative if it were not for the
fundamental originative unveiling; just as all existence must
abound in the inauthentic, though the inauthentic is only pos-
sible because we can project freely in view of our true natures.

“ Calculation uses everything that is, as units of computa-
tion, ready in advance, and in the computation uses up its.stock
of units. The consumption of what-is reveals the consuming
nature of calculation.”® Calculation achieves an appearance
of productivity only because its units can be multiplied or
divided indefinitely. The originative thinking (anfingliche
Denken) , by contrast, creates anew, adding to the richness of
the treasury of Being. In a very difficult passage of the Post-
script Heidegger seeks to describe this thinking which is, in the
Heideggerian meditation, really the ultimate. Ultimates are
hard to describe precisely because there is nothing Iying beyond
them in terms of which they can be described. The originative
thinking, through which Seienden come to light for the first
time, through which new ways of seeing things are invented
out of nothing, is the very act of freedom itself, pushing back
the darkness in an extension of the kingdom of light.

The thinking which does not only not calculate but is absolutely
determined by what is other than the Seienden is called * essential
thinking.” Instead of calculating on Seienden with Seienden it
expends itself in Being for the Truth of Being. This thinking
answers to the demands of Being in that man surrenders his his-
torical Essence to the simple, sole necessity (Notwendigkeit)
whose necessitation does not so much necessitate (notigt) by
simply constraining, but rather creates the Need (Not) which is

s Ibid., p. 48.
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consummated in the freedom of the sacrificial offering. The Need is
that the Truth of Being will be verified and protected, no matter
what can happen to man and the things that are. The sacrificial
offering is freed from all constraint because it comes forth from the
abyss of freedom, as the surging abandonment of the human essence
to the veritative protection of the truth of Being on behalf of the
existing thing.®

If Heidegger has recourse to religious language here it is be-
cause he is trying to express what religion has always spoken of,
and what he himself will speak of as das Heilige, in his analyses
of the poetic act of originative thinking. For religion has
always concerned itself with the ultimate in virtue of which
and for which we live. Sacrifice has always represented a will-
ingness to accept the charge of this destiny intended for us by
the root of our existence. But just as metaphysics has always
looked meta-ta-phusika for the ground and reason of the
phusika, so religion has also sought the Heilige in a Transcen-
dent that is beyond man. Heidegger here relates almost reli-
giously the message of all his previous works. The ultimate
that 1s “ beyond man ” is Da-sein, the Being-there among the
things that are that is founded in the ultimate transcendence of
finite Ek-sistenz. In the language of the paragraph just quoted,
the sacrificial offering which we must make lies in devoting our
existence to the Being achieved in the wedding of the things
that are and the temporal, transcendental horizon, which devo-
tion in its purity would be the end of authentic ek-sistenz. The
authentic existent, grasping our nature as the place where
Being becomes, where the Light that lets the things that are be,
offers himself to the ultimate reality, the Wahrung der Wahr-
heit. The thinker sacrifices himself to think, the artist offers up
himself to his creation. As in all religious situations, the au-
thentic religious grasp is founded in Need, for it is a freedom
grounded in necessity. All religions recognize such a necessity
as an expression of that given reality which is our “ Essence.”
The more advanced religions recognize that essence as free.
But this freedom, they realize, is not absolute, but finite, It

¢ Ibid., p. 49.
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functions in terms of the necessity of the essence. Heidegger’s
revolutionary step, following Neitzsche, lies in the proposition
that this Notwendigkett is indeed a Wendung in the Not, which
Need is the Not of a thirst for Being of a finite Being-under-
standing.

Being, then, interpreted as the Light which shines on the
Seienden in the projection of a transcendental horizon, arises
from the exercise of freedom generated by this originative need.
When Heidegger insists that das Nichts is not a purely nugatory
nothing, he is thinking of the positive generation of light by
that Need which is a freedom seeking to fulfill its needs born of
finitude, from out its strictly finite resources. This generation
of light by Dasein is Being itself. The Being disclosed in the
Opening cleared by the nothingness of freedom is that for the
sake of which and that thanks to which we Ek-sist; it is just
this that the religious of the metaphysical epochs sought to
express in terms of ils absolutes. In appropriating the religious
language of the past Heidegger would conceive himself as ren-
dering the traditional religions their ultimate—their finite—
significance. I quote:

In sacrifice there is expressed that hidden thanking which alone
does homage to the grace wherewith Being has endowed the nature
of man that he might assume in his relationship to Being the
guardianship of Being. The originative thinking is the echo of the
favor of Being in which it illumined the unique occurrence and
lets itself prepare for Being’s own advent, that the Seiende be.
This echo is man’s answer to the soundless voice of Being. The
speechless answer of his thanking through sacrifice is the source of
the human word, which is the prime cause of language as the
enunciation of the Word in words.”

If one is still tempted to see in phrases which suggest that man
is related to Being an indication that Being transcends man in
the sense that a Transcendent Absolute founds the things that
are, then one has, I think, missed the point entirely. Being and
Dasein are, certainly, more than Man, but it is because they
involve both man and Seienden, and these within the scope of

* Ibid.
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an historical horizon infolding a tradition that goes beyond this
particular individual man. The exact nature of the man-Being
relationship is very complex; Heidegger attempts to explain it
in recent essays as a four-fold fusion of the brute thing, the
ever escaping future, the past and the fusing presence of the
ek-sistent who projects the transcendental horizon. For now it
suffices in order to follow the discussion to see that it is to the
originative erection of the thing so that it can be by being in an
horizon to which man must devote himself. His thanking is
wordless because, as devotion, it is what precedes, wills and
thus makes possible, the Word, the Light, the Thing. The
Word “ comes home ” in the word of common language, the
term of most originative thinking.

In a continuation of the same paragraph Heidegger offers
more insight into the nature of the act of thanking sacrifice.

If there were not in the various times (i.e., ekstasis, my note)
a revealing thinking in the fundament of historical man, then it
would never be possible that there should be a thanking, assum-
ing that there must be thinking (Denken) in all consideration
(Bedenken) and memory (Andenken), which thinking must origin-
ally think the Truth of Being. How else could mankind attain to
original thanking unless Being’s favor preserved for man, through
his open relationship to this favor, the splendid poverty in which
the freedom of sacrifice hides its own treasure? The sacrificial
offering is the farewell from the things that are on the road to the
preservation of the favor of Being. The sacrificial offering can be
made ready by doing and working in the midst of the things that
are, but can never be consummated there.®

For a finite thought the spirit of the Nothing can never be far
away. The originative thinking that lies at the root of tempo-
rality, and which, through founding a temporal horizon, makes
possible the truly revealing thought of each epoch, is rooted in
the “ splendid poverty ” of freedom. This is achieved only by
realizing freedom, through getting at the root of all Being,
which can only be achieved when the Dasein thinks out and
beyond the things that are. A thinking that remains a calcula-

® Ibid.
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tive thinking among the things that are can never achieve the
goal which the traditional metaphysics established for itself.
Thinking and working among Seienden already revealed inso-
far as they are revealed prepare the way for an originative
thinking, just as the epochs and epochs of metaphysics prepare
the way for a thinking that thinks the Truth of Being.

Heidegger terms originative thinking “ sacrifice ” to contrast
it all the more with the calculative thinking that can only work
within the light already won by previous “ sacrifice.” “ Cal-
culation always miscalculates sacrifice in terms of the expedient
and the inexpedient . . . the search for a purpose dulls the
clarity of the awe, the spirit of sacrifice ready prepared for an-
guish, which takes upon itself kinship with the imperishable.” ®

What does Heidegger wish to signal by the term “ the im-
perishable? ” A key can be found by considering what our
author means when he speaks of the Instindigkeit of existence
in its act of originative thinking. It is this standing-in the
things that are (the German word can suggest at the same
time an inwardness, a standing-in the things that are, and the
instantaneity of the dense moment) *® that doots the Dasein in
Being. The Dasein by its own freedom can plunge into the
incalculable, seeking no stopping place in this or that Seiende,
but rather seeking the ineluctable itself.** What the Dasein
wins in the heroic, sacrificing act of originative thanking is the
really-real and, as long as Dasein remains in earth to guard its
memory, the imperishable.

We can gain an even more vivid picture of what occurs when
the Dasein opens Being by rooting itself in the incalculable
mass of the things that are if we consider for a moment what
Heidegger says about the “ Earth” in a lecture delivered in
1937, Vom Ursprung des Kunstwerkes.

® Ibid., p. 50.

12 And for Heidegger, all the structure of the Dasein is summed up in this
word. Cf. Introduction to Was ist Metaphysik? ‘“ Nur miissen wir zumal das
innestehen in der Offenheit des Seins, das Austragen der Innestehens (Sorge) und
das Ausdauern im Aussersten (Sein zum Tode) zusammen und als das volle Wesen
der Existenz denken,” p. 15.

1 Was ist Metaphysik? p. 50.
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In this article Heidegger seeks to show how it is possible
existentially that there should be such a thing as a work of art.
That Heidegger insists that art exists because man has abso-
lutely need of it is not surprising in view of what has been said
about originative thinking. The work of art is the field of com-
bat between a Dasein trying to open a world by casting forward
the light of intelligibility, and the material in which the Dasein
must root his efforts and from whose resisting mass he must
try to pull into light the thing known. The work of art is the
meeting of a World which endows it with all of its desires and
ideas and lights (which in turn find stability and expression and
accent in the work itself), and the Earth, the material from
which the work is moulded, be it the stone of a temple, the
sonorous mass of the words and musical sounds or the colors
of a painting. The World absorbs these materials into its light,
so that they yield up a meaning and become Sein. But the
Earth does not want to give itself over completely. So it forces
the World to sink its tentacles into its resistant soil and become
a Da. Thus the temple takes its meaning from its site and is
rooted in it. The Sanctuary of Poseidon is Sounion and would
be essentially other in any other site other than this cape. But
conversely the temple brings the light of its World to Sounion.
Its Doric stability adds motion to the waves, its silhouette
vastness to the sky, its stone foundations life to the grey rocks
jutting into the Bay of Pyraeus. In the originative work of art
the Dasein forces the earth to render up meaning it would
essentially tend to keep to itself.”?

The most fundamental work of art, according to the indica-
tion which we have noticed in the Postscript, is the Grounding
of the Word in language. For this reason the Postscript closes
on a poetical note, which it would not be unprofitable to under-
stand in terms of the dialectic of World and Earth described in
the essay “On the Origin of Artwork.” The maintenance of
the Word of Being in language grows out of Care (Sorge) in
the use of language (Es ist die Sorge fiir den Sprach-Gebrauch).

12 Kann die Erde als das sich verschliessende in ein Offenes driingen.



IS HEIDEGGER A NIHILIST? 311

Out of long-guarded speechlessness and out of a care-full clarifica-
tion of the domain which it must illluminate comes the thinker’s
“Sagen” (pronouncement). If like origin is the poet’s “ Nennen.”
Because those things which are like can only be like because they
are also different, poetising and thinking are poles apart but alike
in this respect: They both take great care of the Word. The
thinker pronounces Being; the Poet names the Holy (Der Denker
sagt das Sein. Der Dichter nennt das Heilige) »°

How thought in the essence of Being, poetising and thanking
and thinking exclude one another and are distinguishable is a
complicated question which we shall have to leave open for
now. Presumably thanking and poetising spring in different
ways from originative thinking, which uses them without yet
being able to be for itself a formal Denken.

3. The preceding discussions have presented something of
the positive richness of a doctrine of essential finitude. It is
only against this backdrop that the charges of Nihilism made
against Heidegger can be approached appropriately. The second
“ misgiving ” asks if the ensconcing of anguish at the heart of
such a philosophy does not paralyze the will to act. This is
one of those questions drawn from the order named by the
traditional philosophy * practical ” that tends to go to the
heart of an ontological explanation in a way that tests as noth-
ing else can its true human soundness. We are now in a position
to see why Heidegger puts anguish at the center of things, and
we begin to see quite well what it imports. It means that we
must grasp the meaning of our being viewed in terms of its
whole structure before we can pro-ject authentically, before we
can render to the act of originative thinking its full meaning
and true plaee, and before we can comprehend anything about
a possible answer to the “ Being-question.” Anguish must lead
to that grasp of the structural whole (which Heidegger names
“Sorge ), because of what it is we are: finite freedom. The
grasp of a freedom that can peer into the abyss of its own
nothingness is not, in Heidegger’s view, an invitation to in-

13 Was ist Metaphysik? p. 51.
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activity, but a call to render our activity its full responsibility—
to itself and to Being—and thereby become an invitation to an
authentic activity. Anguish is not, then, a blind feeling but
the ultimate intentionality; for it represents the intentional
grasping itself in the roots of that finitude which conditions
all intentionality.

‘What has Heidegger accomplished in this extended footnote
added twenty years later to the famous lecture of 19297 What
conclusions can we draw from an analysis of the development
it represents concerning the present status of Heidegger’s
thought? Is Heidegger not trying to save, within the bounds of
a conception that sees as its ultimate a finite freedom and a
finite totality of Seienden, all the rich values of human exist-
ence which man in the past has insisted require an infinite
Transcendent to render them their meaning and value? In
this vein, DeWaelhens writes in his study on Heidegger,

If up to now all values have appeared to humanity as linked to
God, the dismissal of God threatens to cause a collapse of values
which will throw man into a sink-hole of anarchy. This is why
the affirmation of the death of God must go hand in hand with an
effort to transform values, with the pretention of endowing them
with a sense which, in the older philosophy, then appeared to derive
only from God.*

Is Heidegger not saying that the totality of the things that are
is mysterious in its richness and the light which we cast to make
them be in our temporal horizon is mysterious because ultimate
—finite and ultimate, mysterious and limited are united in a
world-view that would incorporate all that is real within it
and cease the flight to a transcendent to explain things.

It is only in this sense that we can interpret the final lines
of the Postscript. “ One of the essential stages for speechless-
ness is anguish in the sense of the terror in which man, in the
abyss of the nothing, stands determined. The Nothing as the
Other to Seienden is the veil of Being. Each destiny of Seienden
has already been fulfilled originally in Being.”** The two

4 DeWaelhens, The Philosophy of Martin Heidegger, p. 354.
1° Was ist Metaphysik? p. 51.
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aspects of finitude are revealed in this passage: The Nothing-
ness as limit of totality, revealing the very possibility of the
opening of the light of Being, and the positive implication of
all for all. If we recall what has been said concerning au-
thentic temporality, namely, that the nature of the authentic
past 1s to be a recalling of the concrete possibilities of Dasein,
then we shall understand: Every destiny is always already
fulfilled in the Being achieved by past Dasein. The Postseript
concludes in this way:

The last poem of the last poet of the originative period of Greece—
Sophocles’ “ Oedipus in Colonnus,” closes with the Word that harks
back far beyond our ken to the hidden historical-destiny of these
people and marks their entry into the unknown truth of Being:

But cease now, and nevermore lift up the lament:
For in all times and in all places it happens that the event
Protects a determination of the fulfillment (Vollendung) ¢

The critic is obliged, I think, to admit that Heidegger has
scotched the effort to consider his thought nihilistic. If “ nihil-
ism ” means a thought which, in abandoning recourse to a
transcendent absolute, affirms in its place the absoluteness of
the human will as arbitrary source of values as, for example, in
the doctrine of the Will to Might, it is obvious from the recent
texts we have just been examining, that Heidegger is opposed
to the wholesale abandonment of traditional values and to any
philosophy that in Heidegger’s sense of the word lacks respect
for the mystery of Being. The gist of our Author’s recent
criticisms of Nietzsche is just that: Nietzsche, in declaring the
death of God, i.e., the end of all recourse to a supersensory
world for explanation of the Being of the things that are, came
close to discovering the roots of Being in freedom—he came
very close, but missed it essentially and tragically nevertheless.
Freedom is not will creating values to impose on things. Free-
dom, in the formula of Vom Wesen der Wahrheit, must be < a
letting be of the things that are.” Originative thinking respects
mystery, protects transcendence, and this in two ways: by

* Ibid.
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being sensitive to and protective of the natures of the things
that are, and by guarding as a precious gain the illuminations
accomplished by past poetic revelations. The root of every
originative thinking (anfangliche Denken) is that Horen auf
dem Sein which the ancients named the thaumatzein of the
philosopher.

Because Heidegger holds that the things that are are at one
and the same time real and finite and because he believes that
the revelation of their sense is a matter of an active, progres-
sive inclusion of their meaning within the suite of a temporal
horizon, authentic respect for Being becomes in this philosophy
mseparable from authentic temporality. In fact, I believe that
the difficulties inherent in the Heideggerian interpretation of
the revelation of Being can best be brought out by a consider-
ation of the temporal relationship in knowledge as it underlies
the texts we have just been considering.

My folding back the veil of Being should begin, if it is to
follow the needs of authentic existence, by an appropriation of
the riches already accumulated by the past. Hence any origi-
nativeness in my revelation will draw on and continue the ac-
complishments already worked on the things involved. It is
only by inserting myself in the line of past revelation and by
continuing it that I shall be able to hope to leap a bit beyond
the outer limit of the revelation to discover something new.
Authentic ek-sistenz begins in a grasp of its own historical con-
ditions, so that it may cast down the dark corridor of the
future a beam continuing from the past. Being then is more
than just my confrontation with the brute thing. It is the brute
thing endowed with the imprint of accumulated historical
human existence, inserted in a tradition, establishing a vector
that cries out to be respected and prolonged.

We can say, then, that the Heideggerian doctrine removes
some of the ambiguity surrounding the visions of Nietzsche,
and does so in a way that secures the maximum advantage for
the elimination of the arbitrariness in human creativity. This
is a gain in stability and in respect for Being conceived as
something which goes beyond the moment when we bring to
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bear on the things that are the arbitrary power of our finite
wills. It is a gain, but is it enough to establish phenomeno-
logically the solid basis of explanation needed to found a phi-
losophy of Being in a finite reality? We apply to the past, says
Heidegger, in view of the future, i.e., our making present a
past is accomplished in view of a pro-jection towards a future
whose horizon we create by our self-extension forward in ek-
sistenz. The only reason that we can enjoy a past is because
of our ability to summon up out of our finite resources a ca-
pacity for self-propelling resolution. Past, present and future
depend essentially, then, on the originativeness of the finite
Dasein. What is Heidegger’s explanation of the source and
nature of this properly originative element in Dasein, of the
really new, the really-real, the something-for-nothing that lies
at the roots of every line of phenomenological investigation
that Heidegger has published up to now?

This is the Need—the Not—of the finite Thirst for Being.
This is the ultimate Nothing of the finite Ultimate.

The trouble is that this Nothing and this Need are not of
their nature self-sufficient explanation for everything that de-
pends on them for explanation in the Heideggerian philosophy.
In Sein und Zeit, for instance, the appearance of the Nothing at
both terms of a human existence—as the ineluctable throwness
of the origin, and as the anguished prospect of Being-toward-
Death in the end—does not complete all investigation by
answering all of the pertinent problems which the phenomen-
ology of the human birth-to-death span has itself insistently
raised. In fact, the appearance of the Nothing raises every-
where questions which Heidegger seems unwilling to pursue.
Consequently, resting on no firm base of finished investigation,
the Heideggerian philosophy as it has developed to date strikes
me as a thought that, while remaining everywhere partially
valid, yet remains partially but fundamentally open to sericus
question.

Allow me to illustrate this state of affairs by considering
again the three ““ misgivings ” with which the Postscript is con-
cerned. The positive merit of each of Heidegger’s answers to
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these misgivings was, I hope, evident in our exposition. The
positive respect for Being as it is developed within finite limits
is admirable, the richness of the conception of the sacrificial
thanking attendant upon the gift of originative thinking, the
beauty of the description of the awesome conception of the
world, these and like features contain a truth that presents itself
with something like the force of poetical evidence.

Yet I think that we can still legitimately re-raise each of the
misgivings which were supposed to have been completely
allayed. In closing, let us consider the sense which each mis-
giving retains as long as the Heideggerian phenomenology does
not succeed, as it has not up to the present moment, in pene-
trating beyond its self-imposed limitations.

1. The originative element in acts of interpretation and acts
of ek-sistence cannot be explained as Nothing, with or without
a capital “ N,” without running the risk of founding philosophy
in the absurd. All explanation must come to a point where
either all intelligibility is exhausted, or where mystery—genuine
mystery in the sense of a Source of Being surpassing finite
powers of explanation, is positively encountered. Das Nichts
is neither. It raises more questions than it solves, and hence
cannot pretend to terminate a line of investigation by revealing
the fundamental intelligibilities which that line of analysis is
seeking. Heidegger admits as much in invoking, in the con-
text of his presentations of the Nothing, the mystery of Being.
But is Being as Heidegger presents it really mysterious, or is it
simply enigmatic? The fact that the originative element can-
not be explained is not the result of a positive encounter with-
a real transcendent. It is rather an indication that the Heideg-
gerian explanation simply fails to explain. It finishes in the
absurd. Consequently, it depends too much on Nothing to ever
insure itself adequately against the very charge of nihilism the
Postscript would belie.

2. The Postscript affirms that a philosophy of anguish does

not paralyze the Will to act because it serves to enhance the
nobility of Dasein responsible to his own freedom for the ex-
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tension of the light of Being in the world. Further, anguish
directs Dasein to serve Being by devotion to its creativity out
of nothing which rolls back the curtain of Being. This ex-
planation does not, however, succeed in banishing an embar-
rassing “ Why.” Perhaps it is the ghost of that final causality
of which modern philosophy has been having some trouble
divesting itself. Looked at in the perspective of the existentiale
my projections are all dependent for their authenticity on the
whole structure of my eksistenz which is directed toward death.
A consideration of that structure raises this question: Can man
find real meaning for life within the limits imposed by the
options of a philosophy finite by choice? It is not my intention
here to demonstrate that he cannot. But it is Heidegger’s re-
sponsibility, if he wishes to come to grips with the second mis-
giving, to convince us that he can. The arguments of the
Postscript to Was ist Metaphysik? do not, in my opinion,
achieve this. Granted we should act only in view of the full
possibilities of that thing which we ourselves are, this is not
sufficient to assure that what we are,—as Heidegger conceives
the Dasein in any case—justifies courageous sacrifice in the
name of humanity. A finite freedom ““ thrown ” into the world,
coming from nowhere and going toward death, i.e., toward
nowhere, passing by way of an “ imperishable * Being founded
by the perishable acts of a Being-for-death does not provide an
adequate ground for an explanation of the phenomenon of true
sacrifice, of the total sacrifice of martyrdom, for instance; nor
does it provide any basis for resolving in the name of a higher
principle a conflict of several Dasein engaged in opposing acts
of revealing Being. Heidegger, though attacking the doctrine
of the Will to Might, leaves us with no basis for resolving the
real conflicts which Nietzsche had in mind when proposing his
solution. Heidegger needs, then, to explain not only why we
should act, but why, sometimes, we should not.

3. Heidegger’s philosophy is not, as the criticism presented
in the third misgiving charges, a philosophy based on feeling.
But its insufficient grounding of the aspects of its phenomen-
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ology which function where in the tradition purely intellectual
elements were to be found, invites the criticism that the de-
scription of originative thinking is more emotional than scien-
tific. One can still agree with Heidegger’s attacks on the notion
of science without presupposition, one can follow with approval
his analyses of the decisions underlying the scientists’ division
of the object, and underlying the criteria of evidence, without
for all that being satisfied when it comes to the eriteria of truth
provided by the philosopher’s analysis of the act of interpreta-
tion. Heidegger is, of course, basically struggling with Kant’s
problem . . . and the Lord knows that there are no easy answers
in this domain. I do not intend to take anything away from
Heidegger’s stature, consequently, when I admit, as I must
now, that I do not see that he has reached solid ground in the
effort to explain what and how the interpretative element is
brought to the thing-known by the knower. Heidegger’s stature
in this regard is great because he has unswervingly tried to walk
the line of a perfect subject-object balance in his deseriptions of
the interpretative act. His awareness of the necessity for doing
this, and his efforts to show the way to a more fundamental
analysis of the knower-known relationship than has heretofore
been attempted, are lasting contributions to the Western philo-
sophical tradition. By establishing the emotive-voluntary-
intellectual unity of the existent, Heidegger has passed beyond
the point where criticisms of his philosophy as emotive are
valid. To affirm this in approving terms amounts to affirming
confidence m the validity of the phenomenological way. But
our recurring criticism . . . that Heidegger’s own phenomen-
ology has not taken roots, i.e., has not uncovered any firm
positive principle upon which to ground the phenomena he has
uncovered, suggests once again that there is nothing automatic
about the use of phenomenological analysis. No more than the
analysis of Aristotle in the Nichomachean Ethics or of Plato
in the Thaetetus, contemporary phenomenologies are not ex-
empt from the danger of foreshortening by philosophical op-
tions. If Heidegger’s recent writings show no sign of circum-
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venting the impasse that leaves every phenomenological analysis
since Sein und Zeit dangling over the edge of the nihilistic
abyss, it is because the recent Heidegger shares with the young
the same decision to protect the mystery of Being without
recourse to a Transcendent.

TrOMAS D. LANGAN
Saint Louis University
Saint Louis, Missouri



FREEDOM, RESPONSIBILITY AND DESIRE
IN KANTIAN ETHICS

[ U]

moral questions need not be terrified by the ethical

philosophy of Kant, as he may so easily be by his
Critique of Pure Reason. 1t is indisputable that the latter work
as well as the other non-ethical writings of Kant are difficult to
follow especially by a student who has been trained in the
Scholastic tradition. However, I do not think that he will
come to the same conclusion when he has analyzed the first two
chapters of the Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of
Morals. The third chapter will cause difficulty because it con-
cerns the metaphysical problem of freedom and can only be
fully understood by someone who is acquainted with the
general philosophy of Kant. Work on the subject-matter of
this article—the problem of freedom—has compelled me to exer-
cise myself on the broad philosophical principles of this German
philosopher of whom it has been said: “ You can philosophize
with Kant or against Kant, but you cannot philosophize with-
out him.”

Kant lived in the Age of Reason, the age of Hume, Rousseau,
and Voltaire and during the revolutionary period in America
and France. In opposition to those who placed the roots of
morality exclusively in theology Kant believed firmly in the
rationality of man and sought to elaborate a rational morality.
Just as he upheld a rational science that would manifest a
knowledge valid and binding for all rational minds, so he
championed a rational morality, a science of rational moral
principles that would present a moral code valid and binding
for all rational minds. From the very beginning of the Preface
to the Fundamental Principles he seems to presume that it is
in the very experience of moral obligation that an adequate
testimony is given of the a priori source of morality. He denies
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!- student of Philosophy who is particularly interested in


























































































































































































































































































