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THE HUMAN ACTIVITY THE WORD 

HE WORD was made :flesh, and dwelt amongst us!' 1 

By these words the Holy Spirit has revealed to us not 
only the mystery of the Incarnation, but also the 

mystery of the human life of the Incarnate Word. By these 
words we realise that the human life and the human love of 
Jesus Christ are the human life and the human love of the 
divine Person of the Son God; and we are led to see the 
human activity of Christ, a personal and proper activity of the 
Word, an activity in which the Eternal Father and the Holy 
Spirit do not properly share, an activity, which, in a singular 
and exclusive sense, belongs to the Person of the Word. 

Recent discussion has raised questions of no little importance 
in penetrating this aspect of the human activity of our Saviour. 
H we wish to enter into the meaning of this mystery, we must 
determine the precise way in which the human activity, the 
human life, and the human love of Christ belong exclusively to 

1 John, 1:14. 
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the Person of the Word. In attempting this precision, theo­
logians have asked: Is the exclusive attribution of this activity 
to the Word anything more than a simple relationship? Is 
there not rat~er a physical communication of the divine Person 
of the Word, and of it alone, to this activity? Could such a 
communication of the Word be thought of, not so much as a 
static and inert conjunction with the human activity of Christ, 
but rather as an active, dynamic influence exercised by the 
Word over this activity? If this were so, could we go on to say 
that the Person of the Word was the sole ruling, governing, and 
dominating power over this activity, and its only ultimate 
source? Is the human activity of Christ a radiation and a re­
flection of the exclusive personal beauty of the Word, a move­
ment and an energy stemming from and produced by the Word 
alone? 

These questions are full of meaning for the theologian of the 
Incarnation. They may open new vistas for many who in­
stinctively wish to center their spiritual lives on the Person 
and the virtues of the Redeemer. Above all, they come close to 
the fundamental mysteries of our faith, those of the Trinity 
and the Incarnation, and they demand a solution which the 
faith that seeks understanding will ever strive to find. 

The present study is not meant to be an exhaustive treat­
ment of the problem. It will aim principally at three things: 
to elaborate the issues involved in the problem itself, indicating 
an avenue for fruitful investigation; to show the harmony 
existing between the dogmas of the Trinity and Incarnation as 
contemplated by St. Thomas Aquinas, detailing the application 
to our question; and to recall and develop an often forgotten 
element in St. Thomas' teaching on the Incarnation by which 
most of the positive and inspiring values in the above questions 
can be maintained in full vigour. 

These three points will be presented in the three parts of this 
study: 

I. The problem of the dynamism of the Word. 
II. The mystery of the presence of the Word. 

m. The concept of pure formal actuation by the Word. 
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I. THE PRoBLEM OF THE DYNAMISM OF THE WoRD. 

The question 

The issues we raised above may be summed up in this 
brief formula: does the Person of the Word exert on the human 
activity of Christ, a causal influence which is exclusive to Him­
self, divine, physical and active? Let us explain these terms. 

We speak of the Person of the Word. It is of faith that 
Christ the Man is the Person of the Word made flesh, 2 and that 
He is a true Agent and Operator through His human nature.3 

The Incarnate possesses a human activity. 
By this human activity we understand every single operation 

our Blessed Lord ever performed through His human nature. 
We include every operation of which this nature is the"'"''"'"''"' 
every movement, every thought, word, deed, and suffering 
the Ecce venio of Mary's womb to the eternal act consummate 
love by which He is united to the Father and to His Spouse, the 
Church. include the working of miracles the suffering 
of death; we all those actions He shares 
us-eating and sleeping, working as a carpenter and conversing 
with men. We include, then, every act and every movement 
the humanity Christ, we include that humanity 
with all its faculties and organs, in so far as they are principles 
of activity.4 

2 Cf. the dogmatic definition of Chalcedon: "Sequentes igitur sanctos Patres . , . 
docemus ... unum eundemque Christum Filium Dominum unigenitum, in duabus 
naturis inconfuse, immutabiliter, indivise, inseparabiliter, agnoscendum, nusquam 
sublata differentia naturarum propter unitionem, magisque salva proprietate 
utriusque naturae, et in unam personam atque subsistentiam concurrente, non in 
duas personas partitum aut divisum, sed unum eundemque Filium et unigentum 
Deum Verbum Dominum Jesum Christum: sicut ante prophetae de eo et ipse nos 
erudivit, et Patrum nobis symbolum tradidit." Cf. Denz,, n. 148; Mansi, VII, 

coL 115. 
3 Cf. Lateran Council: " Si quis secundum sanctos Patres non confitetur proprie 

et secundum veritatem duas unius eiusdemque Christi Dei nostri operationes co­
haerenter unitas, divinam et humanam, ab eo quod per utramque eius naturam 
operator naturaliter idem exsistit nostrae salutis, condemnatus sit." Cf. Denz., 
n. Q64; Mansi, X, col. 1155. 

• The fact that we consider the sacred humanity directly as a of 
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We speak of a causal influence of the Word over this activity. 
Since we are posing the problem of a dynamic role of the Word 
in the exercise of the human activity of Christ, we must of 
necessity speak of a causal influence of the Word. We ask leave 
of the reader to introduce with this term a little academic 
language and some scholastic concepts. We are not raising a 
simple question which may be discussed in common terms, but 
one whose delicate nuances require the accuracy of precise 
philosophical language. In speaking, then, of a causal influence 
of the Word, we understand the phrase in its wide philosophical 
sense, inclusive of every type of true causality.5 

We speak of a causal influence which is exclusive to the 
Person of the Word. No human person can share it; even more, 
the Father and the Spirit of Love have no proper part in it. 
It belongs to the Word alone, and we must look for its founda­
tion in that which pertains exclusively to Him. 

Again, we speak of a divine causality which is exclusive to the 
Word. Certainly there is a human causality producing each 
human action of Jesus Christ. comes human natu:re 
of Christ, which is hypostatically united to the Word, and so 
in a reai sense it comes from the Word. But we speak 
of here is more mysterious; it is a divine causality exercised 
over the human action thus performed and over the humanity 
of Christ as and while it performs it. 

This divine causality of the Word we understand as some­
thing physical, not merely moraL We are not dealing directly 
with the divine value, worth, and dignity which come to the 
human activity of Christ from its union with the Word. This 
would involve directly a moral influence of the Word. We are 
raising a deeper issue: we mean a true physical influence 
the Word physically exercises over this activity. 

operation, does not prevent us, but :rather compels us, to consider it in itself as a 
principle of being; for the order of operation presupposes and is explained by the 
order of being. 

5 John of St. Thomas has defined cause in this wide sense as: " Causa est prin­
cipium alicuius per modum influxus seu derivationis, e'l: qua natum est !!liquid 
consequi secundum dependentiam in esse." Cf. Philosophia Naturalis, Ia, q. HI, 
art. I. (in ed. Reiser, Taurini: 1933, tom. ii, p. 198). 
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Finally, we mean an active divine influence which is exclusive 
to the Word. We have already insisted on a wide signification 
for the word "influence." We must insist again that when we 
speak of " active " influence, we do not limit ourselves to 
efficient causality. In the physical order, passive causality is 
that proper to matter; active causality applies alike to efficient 
causality and to formal causality. The opposition of efficiency 
to matter as something active to something passive is well 
defined by John of St. Thomas. Speaking of the types of causes, 
he notes that new being results when what is in potency is 
reduced to act by that which is in act; and hence he assigns two 
causes opposed to each other, namely, what is in potency to 
act and receives it, and what causes by reducing this potency 
to act, or " acting." The first is matter, the second is the 
efficient cause.6 Later, opening his discussion on formal caus­
ality, he sketches the opposition of form to matter; saying that 
form is opposed to matter, matter being the potency which 
receives form and form being the act or actuality which gives 
being to a thing. Moreover, the reason or principle which a 
form gives being to a thing, is its own very act or actuality, and 
so, the reason of its causality being its act, form itself is called 
an active cause.7 In our inquiry, therefore, when we ask about 

• John of St. Thomas, op. cit., p. ~01: "Vel ergo consideratur esse causatum 
absolute et in se, vel ut accipitur et fit ab alio. Si absolute, causatur per formam, 
quae absolute constituit in esse. Si ut accipitur et fit ab alio, oportet, quod de ente 
in potentia fiat ens in actu; sic enim sequitur esse de novo, quatenus id, quod est in 
potentia, reducitnr in actum ab eo quod est in actu, et sic oportet assignare duas 
causas, scilicet, illam, quae est in potentia, ut susceptiva actus, et illam, quae 
causat reducendo in actum seu agendo. Et prima est materia, quae causat recipi­
endo, et secunda est efficiens." 

7 John of St. Thomas, ibid., p. 233: " forma ex opposito se habet ad materiam, 
quod, sicut materia est potentia receptiva formae, quae potentia non est super­
addita entitati materiae, ita forma est actus, qui dat esse rei, sive substantialis 
sive accidentalis, quae actualitas non est aliquid superadditum entitati formae, 
sicut nee potentialitas materiae. Quare ratio seu prineipium causandi est ipsa 
actualitas formae per seipsam, ita quod secundum se est actus primus seu principium 
actuans et dans esse. Iuxta quod dicit D. Thomas, I, q. 76, art. 6 et 7 quod 
" forma per seipsam faeit rem esse in actu, cum per essentiam suam sit actus, nee 
dat esse per aliquod medium." Et in 5 Metaph., lect. 2 inquit, "quod haec est 
ratio quare forma est causa, quia perficit rationem quidditatis rei." Igitur ratio 
causandi in forma est ipsa actualitas quatenus perfectiva est quidditatis." 
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the active divine influence exclusive to the we really ask 
two questions: is there an efficient influence exclusive to 
the and is there a to 
the Word. We are investigating 
is the sole efficient mover producing 
Christ, and whether or not He alone perfects it 

His own exclusive personal and splendour. 
mqmre the human acts Christ stem from the 
alone, whether they shine 

works ad extra 
wherever no relation 

8 lndivisa sunt opera SS. Trinitatis ad extm ubi non obviat relationis oppositio. 
The formula we use here has not been explicitly canonised by the Magisterium. 
None the less all its parts have been taken from the Councils. We have used the 
comprehensive formula because of the difficulty of the problem, in order to face it2 
full import. For the formula Cf. Cone. Toletanum XI, "Inseparabiles enim in­
veniuntur, et in eo quod sunt, et in eo quod faciunt: quia inter generantem Patrem 
et generatum Filium vel procedentem Spiritum nullum fuisse credimus temporis 
intervallum, quo aut genitor genitum aliquando praecederet, aut genitus genitori 
deesset, aut procedens Spiritus Patre vel Filio posterior appareret." (Denz., n. 281; 
Mansi, XI, coL 134) . And again in the same Council: "Incarnationem quoque 
huius Filii Dei tota Trinitas operasse credenda est, quia inseparabilia sunt opera 
Trinitatis." (Denz., n. 284; Mansi, XI, col. 135). Cf. Cone. Lateranense IV: 
"Et tandem unigenitus Dei Filius Jesus Christus, a tota Trinitate communiter 
incarnatus, ... " (Denz., n. 429; Mansi, XXII, col. 981-982). Cf. Cone. Floren-
tinum, " ... omniaque sunt unum, ubi non obviat relationis " (Dem;;., 
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influence of the Person of the Word on the human activity of 
Christ seems to indicate a true divine operation ad extra and 
does not seem to remain within the limits of the relative opposi­
tion between the Word and the Father. On the other hand, the 
axiom seems to be so vital a bulwark in the defence of the 
dogma of the Most Holy Trinity and indeed of the very unity 
of the divine essence, that its denial seems necessarily to involve 
a denial of the unity of the Triune God. Clearly, if there is a 
divine operation ad extra which belongs to the Word and not 
to the Father and the Holy Spirit, there must be a principle 
of operation and so a nature which belongs to the Word and not 
to the other two Persons. This leads to Tritheism. 

Moreover, this difficulty seems to be valid whether we think 
of an active influence of the Word in the order of efficient 
causality or in the order of formal causality. That it applies 
to the order of efficiency is obvious, for the principle by which 
a thing efficiently produces, is its nature. That it applies to an 
influence in the order of formal causality is also true, for noth­
ing can inform and perfect except by reason of its perfection; 
hence we would have to think of a divine perfection which was 
exclusive to the Word, in which the Father and Holy Spirit 
did not share. 

On the other hand, if we deny every divine influence on the 
human activity of Christ which is physical, active and exclusive 
to the Word, we meet an equally formidable objection on the 
score of the personal unity of Christ. In this case, there would 
seem to be nothing which comes to the humanity of Christ, 
precisely as a principle of operation, from the Person of the 
Word in an exclusive way; nothing which is given to it from the 
Word which does not come also from the Father and the Holy 
Spirit. It is then difficult to understand how the Person of the 
Word is the sole operator of the human activity of Christ, 

n. 703; Mansi, XXXI (B), col. 1736). Cf. Pius PP XIII, M ystici Corporis Christi, 
AAS, XXXV (1943), 231: "certissimum illud firma mente retineant ... omnia 
esse habenda SS. Trinitati communia, quatenus eadem Deum ut supremam effi­
cientem causam respiciant." The application of this axiom to the Incarnation may 
be seen in St. Augustine, PL XL, col. 251, and in St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 
lli, q. 3, a. 4, ad 1. 
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difficult to see how He remains the sole Agent to whom this 
activity must be attributed. For either we are forced to con­
ceive an Incarnation of the Three divine Persons, or we fall into 
the danger of conceiving the human nature of Christ itself as 
an independent subject of operation, which places these actions, 
an independent Operator, and an independent person. This 
would be N estorianism. 

This objection aims principally at the denial of every active 
influence proper to the Word, that is, both efficient and formal. 
If a formal influence only were admitted, and it were success­
fully explained how this could be exclusive to the Word, then 
the objection could perhaps still be made that such an influence 
would not have the personal unity of Christ as an Agent, with­
out a further exclusive efficient influence of the Word. Its 
denial might still seem to open the way to Nestorianism. 

Should we return to the first position and try to save an 
active influence of the Word, be it efficient or formal, we have 
to cope with a further dogmatic objection concerning the in­
tegrity of the human nature of Christ as a principle of opera­
tion. Every nature, be it human or not, seems to postulate a 
certain independence or autonomy as a principle of operation. 
It should be able to act without the necessity of, and com­
pletely free from, every external influence except the divine 
motion which gently moves it towards its object, which divine 
motion is reduced to the divine government of all things, and is 
common to the Three divine Persons. This independence seems 
to be demanded by the very fact, that, as a nature, it is a true 
and intrinsic principle of operation. If then we assert a physi­
cal, active, divine influence exercised over the humanity of 
Christ by the Word alone, so that without it Christ's humanity 
does not and cannot act, we seem to diminish that humanity 
precisely as a principle of operation, to leave it weak, inert and 
empty. Moreover, we seem to make Christ our Lord Himself 
inferior to other men precisely in so far as He is a human Agent 
and human Operator. Finally, each one of His operations seems 
to be a conjunction of an action which is deficiently human with 
an action which is mysteriously divine, so that His human 
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activity is not perfect and integral in so far as it is human, and 
His two operations, divine and human, no longer remain nncon­
fused and inconvertibk The result would be Monenergism, 
Monothelitism, and Monophysitism. 

This difficulty is urged principally against an efficient influ­
ence of the Word over the humanity of Christ as a principle of 
operation. It is valid also for every kind of truly active divine 
influence which might be attributed to the Word in an exclusive 
way. It applies also then to a formal influence. And indeed, 
the danger of Monophysitism is by no means avoided if we 
speak of a formal influence, for it seems that such an informa­
tion is impossible without reception of the informant by the 
thing informed, with consequent limitation, determination and 
coarctation of the informant. But to posit a limitation, de­
termination and coarctation of the Word by the sacred hu­
manity of Christ clearly leads to Monophysitism. 

These are the chief dogmatic issues involved in our problem. 
On the one hand, we have danger of Tritheism and of Mono­
physitism, on the other danger of Nestorianism. 
must respect the difficulties on each side. 

General trends among theologians 
Though many aspects of our problem are present through­

out the Christological discussions of recent decades, the prob~ 
lem in its totality seems to have become explicit rather slowly.~ 
It is natural then that theologians should express themselves 
according to certain general modes of thought on the problem, 
with the :result that we have trends or currents among them, 
rather than strongly defined opinions. It is natural too that 
these general trends should group around the chief and obvious 
difficulties-those of which we have just spoken. There is 
among theologians an affirmative tendency, stating an exclusive 
influence of the Word, and striving above all to maintain the 
personal unity of Christ with all that it entails, and there is a 

• We refer especially to the discussions concerning the theory of the AssumpiWI­
Homo, and those about the psychological consciousness of Christ and His psy­
chological Ego. 
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negative tendency, denying any exclusive influence of the Word, 
and striving to preserve at all costs the unity of the divine 
action ad extra, and the absolute integrity of the humanity of 
Christ as a principle of operation. 

The negative tendency, denying every physical divine influ­
ence on the human activity of Christ which might be exclusive 
to the Word, insists that where physical active causality is 
concerned, the Word acts neither more intensely than, nor 
differently from the Father and the Holy Spirit. It gives to 
the human actions of Christ the divine concursus, common to 
the three Divine Persons, but nothing more in the dynamic 
order. Certainly it would affirm the absolute dependence of 
the sacred humanity on the sole Person of the Word in the order 
of being, and also in the order of operation, but at the same 
time it would sustain that this dependence is something static, 
and involves no exclusive active causal role of the Person of 
the Word. 

This tendency therefore evades entirely the difficulties con­
cerning the unity of the divine operations, and concerning the 
integrity of the human nature of Christ. It simply denies that 
these difficulties exist. It says that the axiom Indivisa sunt 
opera SS. Trinitatis is so absolute and universal that any exclu­
sive active influence of the ·word in the physical order, even in 
the case of the unique activity of Christ, is unthinkable. The 
Father and the Holy Spirit together with the Word, in the same 
way, and for the same reason, possess every dynamic control 
over it. Moreover, such an exclusive influence of the Word 
would necessarily destroy the integrity of the human nature of 
Christ as a principle of operation, would necessarily make 
Christ inferior to other men as a human Agent, and would 
necessarily confuse the divine and human operations of Christ. 

This negative tendency, however, does not meet so easily the 
difficulty about the personal unity of Christ in the exercise of 
His human activity. Its position is simply that an entirely 
static explanation of the dependence of the sacred humanity on 
the Word is sufficient to answer not merely all the objections 
against the dogma of the Incarnation, but all the legitimate 
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mqumes of the human mind attempting to penetrate the 
mystery. Its ultimate standpoint is the concept of the hypo­
static union as something purely static. It is easy to see how 
the whole tendency stems radically from the absolute accep­
tance and universal application of the axiom of the unity of the 
divine operations ad extra. 

Against this tendency, however, another affirmative current 
among theologians upholds an influence-which it confesses to 
be very mysterious-which is physical, active, and divine, and 
which is exerted over the human activity of Christ by the sole 
Person of the Word. The principal intention of the tendency is 
simply to stress the intimate unity between the Person of the 
Incarnate Word, our Redeemer, and the human nature He has 
assumed, especially in each human action He performs and 
above all in the act of priestly oblation by which He achieved 
our Redemption. Hence this tendency is especially directed 
against extolling more than is due the qualities of the human 
nature of Christ as a principle of activity, lest thereby a fatal 
abyss be posited between the Person of the Word and His 
human activity. For the affirmative tendency, then, the diffi­
culty about the personal unity of Christ cannot exist. 

The other two difficulties, however, become urgent against it. 
In reply, it is inclined to say that, even if there were at present 
no wholly satisfying solution to these difficulties, the doctrine 
of the dynamic role and exclusive divine influence of the Word 
must remain firm and unshaken, since its intimate connection 
with the revealed dogma of the personal unity of Christ makes 
it something which belongs at least implicitly to the deposit of 
faith; which can in no way be denied or put in doubt because 
~f the weakness of our human intellects in penetrating the 
mystery. The ultimate standpoint of the affirmative tendency 
is that we cannot satisfy all the inquiries of our minds about 
the Incarnation unless we think o£ the Hypostatic Union as in 
some way dynamic, involving an exclusive active causality of 
the Word. It is easy to see how the whole tendency takes its 
departure from considering the unique Person of Christ and 
sees in that light the whole mystery of our salvation. 
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Each tendency has given a different point of departure, a 
different concept of the hypostatic union, and a final acknowl­
edgement of an unpenetrated aspect of a different mystery. 
Our problem will be to try to harmonize these mysteries by 
searching deeply into the hypostatic union itself. 

Sources of divergence among authors 
When we weigh more deeply the more express opinions of 

theologians, and consider in their light the implicit tendencies, 
we· are led to believe that the real cause of divergence among 
them lies in basic attitudes towards the hypostatic union. 
These attitudes will in turn depend on a concept of personality 
and its analogical application to the Three Divine Persons and 
to Jesus Christ. 

Several times in the history of theology, there has been a 
willingness among some writers to admit a duality of subjects 
in Jesus Christ with respect to His dual activity; namely, the 
divine subject which is the Person of the Word, and a human 
subject with which He is hypostatically united. Thus they 
would verbally maintain the unique and singular Person of 
Christ, but propose a duality of acting subjects. This position 
had already appeared among medieval authors; 10 it is seen 
clearly in the writings of two Jesuits in the eighteenth century, 
Jean Hardquin, and Isaac Joseph Berruyer; 11 it is the thought 

10 The prima opVn.io placed by Lombard was that of those " qui dicunt in 
lncarnatione hominem quemdam ex anima et carne constitutum, et ilium hominem 
factum esse Deum, et Deum ilium hominem." (Cf. 8 Sent., dist. VI, titulus, apud 
S. Thomam Aq. Scriptum super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombardi, ed. M. F. Moos, 
0. P., Parisiis, 1988, tom. iii, p. 211). 

11 Bibliographical indications concerning Hardouin and Berruyer may be found 
in B. M. Xiberta, 0. Carm., TractatUB de Verba lncarnato, Matriti: 1954, 707, 274-
277; in P. Parente, Nel Miatero di Cristo, apud Teologia Viva, I, Roma, 1954, 879-
882; in J. de Backer, Bibliographie des ecrivaina de la compagnie de Usus, I, Liege, 
1858, 872-885, and Ill, Liege, 1856, 144-152; in C. Sommervogel, Bibliotheque de la 
compagnie de Usus, I, Bruxelles-Paris, 1890, col. 1861-1870, and IV, col. 107-ID. 
Their chief works concerning this question are: J. Hardouin, Com;mentariUB in 
Novum Testamentum, Amstelodami: 1741 (opus posthumum); I. J. Berruyer, Hia­
toire du Peuple de Dieu depuia son origine, jusqu'ala Venue du Messie, Paris: 1728; 
idem, Histoire du peuple de Dieu depuia la Naiasance du Messie jusqu'a la fin de 
la Sina{/{Jgue, Le Hague-Paris: 1758-1755; idem, Hiatoire du Peuple de Dieu, 
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also of the·Franciscans Deodat Marie deBasly and Leon SeiHer 
in the present century.12 These authors, who have thus extolled 
the independence and autonomy of the so-called secondary 
human subject in Christ, can in no way conceive an exclusive 
active influence of the Word over the human activity of 
Christ.13 Against them, however, the vast majority of Catholic 

troisieme partie, ou Paraphrase des Epitres des Apotres d'apres le commentaire latin 
du P. Hardouin, Lyons-Le Hague: 1757-1758. Indicative of their mentality are 
the following citations: 

"Necesse est aliud esse Christum in recto, aliud Verbum ... cum Christi nomine 
intelligi oporleat principium agendi completum et merendi et quidem absque Verbo 
... Christus homo qui duo in se complectitur, et Verbum nimirum quo subsistit 
humanitas et ipsam humanitatem quae obedivit Patri, quae oravit, quae passa est, 
quae ornata fuit donis ac dotibus omnibus necessariis ad agendum libere et meritorie; 
ille inquam homo, qui ut homo est haec omnia egit et passus est, libere, iuste, pie, 
sancte; ille ipse ex principio Verbum erat sine hurnanitate . . . secundum quod 
Verbum est." (Hardouin, Commentarius, ed. cit., p. 249). 

"Non sunt operationes a Verbo elicitae ... sunt operationes solius humanitatis." 
(Berruyer, Histoire, pars iii, tom. viii, p. 53) . 

12 Bibliography concerning de Basly may be found in H. Diepen, 0. S. B., " Un 
scotisme apocryphe, Ia Christologie dn P. Deodat de Basly, 0. F. M.," in Revue 
Thomiste, XLIX (1949), 428-492; in Xiberta, l. c., 286-287; in Parente, I. c., 275 
seqq. De Basly had written: 

"Nornme nne personne, ce tout ... est proprement cet homme et le Verbe 
eternel unis ... il n'est rien autre chose et il n'est rien de pins ... l'assumptus 
Homo, fait d'une chair vraie et d'une vraie arne intellective, et voluntaire, est une 
autonomic que Dieu Trine ne pent pas, la faisant exister, empecher d'etre une 
Agisseur autonome. (La France Franciscaine, 1929, p. 148). "L'autonomie dans 
le Christ, appartient a l'Homo susceptus et n'appartient nullement au Verbe, 
qua Verbum est." (La France Franciscaine, 1937, p. 35). 

Seiller's writing concerning this point is contained chiefly in L'Activite humaine 
du Christ selon Duns Scot, Paris: 1944, 24-29, and La psychologie humaine du 
Christ et l'unicite de personne, Paris-Rennes: 1949, 9-H. This last article was placed 
on the Index in 1951, as we discuss later in these pages. An exposition of his 
opinion can be found in Xiberta, l. c. 286-7; Parente, l. c. 291 seqq; and in M. 
Browne, 0. P., "Deviazioni sui terreno della psicologia umana di Cristo," in Osserva­
tore Romano, 19 Luglio 1951. This last article is of great moment in so far as it 
accompanied and explained a decree of the Holy Office and was signed Mautro 
del Sacro Palazzo Apostolico. 

13 This is not only clear from the position of our authors, but is explicitly stated 
by them. A few citations: Berruyer: "Ad complementum autem naturae Christi 
humanae in ratione principii agentis et actiones suas sive physice sive super­
naturaliter producentis unio hypostatica nihil omnino conferat." (Histoire, pars iii. 
L c. p. 22). de Basly: " .. les actions de l'Arne, de l'Homme subjoint au Verbe, le 
Verbe, n'agissant ni par ni sur cette Arne, ni par ni sur cette Homme, le Verbe est 
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theologians have always maintained the unicity of acting sub­
ject in Christ, as being essentially bound up with the unicity of 
Person itsel£.14 But the problem of an exclusive dynamic influ­
ence of the Person of the Word, who is this acting Subject, over 
the assumed humanity, has not often been considered by them. 

So far the root of divergence lies in different acceptations of 
the common, every-day notion of person. For those who are in 
accord in equating the idea of " independent subject of opera­
tion " with that of person, there is still room for disagreement 
when they consider what formally constitutes a person, and 
what, in consequence, formally achieves the hypostatic union. 

The Scotist school has always refused to place the formal 
constituent of created personality in anything positive distinct 
from the individual nature concerned; the Thomist school, with 
St. Thomas, has always maintained that it consists in some­
thing positive really distinct from that individual nature. The 
Scotist school goes on to put its explanation of the hypostatic 
union in a real relation between the humanity of Christ and 
the Person of the Word, a relation which alone is enough to 

dit Ies faire, mais in obliquo c'est a dire en vertu de Ia communication des idiomes." 
Seiller: " . . il nous faut accorder a !'Homo Assumptus une veritable autonomie 
dans Ie domaine de !'action. Cet Homo Assumptus ... n'est pas sous !'influence 
dynamique du Verbe .. " (La psychologie ... pp. 6-7). 

14 Against Hardouin and Berruyer, two outstanding critiques are those o£ L. 
Legrand, Tractatus de lncarnatione Verbi Divini, Parisiis: 1754, diss. XI-this work 
was reprinted by Migne in his Theologiae Cursus Completus, Parisiis: 1841, IX, 
col. 811-893; and of St. Alphonsus Mary de Liguori, in his Trionfo ddla Chiesa, cioe 
Istoria delle Eresie, III, Napoli: 17n,-which has been translated from the Italian 
into Latin by A. Walter, C. SS. R., De Ecclesiae Triumpho, seu Historia Haeresum, 
pars 2, confutatio XV, Cf. on our question pp. 291-493, nn. 31-35. (The condemna­
tions made of the errors of Hardouin and BelTuyer may be seen listed in Legrand, 
I. c., coli. 825, 839 seqq., 959 seqq.; in Hurter, Nomenclator Litterarius, Oeniponte: 
1910, col. 1417-1418; in Benedicti XIV Bullm·ium, Prati: 1846, III, pars. 1, appendix 
altera, pp. 488-490; in Bullarii Romani Continuatio, Prati: 1842, IV, par. 1, pp. 
67-68; in the Mandemant et Instruction pastorale de Monseigneur l'Eveque de 
Soissons, 2 vols., Paris: 1740-pp. 225-249 are worth consulting on our point.) 
The whole case of Hardouin and Berruyer seems to lack an adequate historico­
doctrinal treatment. 

The attitude of modern theologians towards the theories of de Basly and Seiller 
may be seen from the articles of Xiberta, Diepen and Parente quoted above; the 
bearing of recent decrees of the Holy See in their regard will be discussed later. 
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place the fully integral humanity in a state of dependence on 
the Word.15 The Thomist school goes further, and posits not 
only the real relation, but also a real and ontolobrical foundation 
for it in the communication of the positive perfection of divine 
personality to the sacred humanity in place of its connatural 
human personality.16 Both explanations satisfy the demands 
of dogma, and preserve the essential meaning of the terms in 
which the Church has taught the mystery of the Incarnation; 
whether the Scotist explanation can equally meet the demands 
of a mind that seeks a fully rational explanation of the mystery, 
insofar as it can be given, remains a matter of long standing 
dispute between the two schools. But the Scotists who see no 
positive ontological communication of the Word to Christ's 
humanity in the line of personality, have never acknowledged, 
and have consistently rebutted, any suggestion of an exclusive 
dynamic influence of the Word over this humanity.17 For the 

15 Scotism conceives personality as adding to the individual substantial nature the 
denial of aptitudinal and actual dependence on another suppositum. It remains, 
however, in obediential potency to assumption. The sacred humanity, then, is not 
a human person distinct from the Word, precisely because it is assumed by the 
Word; and the relationship of belonging to the Word is sufficient to count out the 
negative state of having no aptitudinal and actual dependence. 

16 Thomism, for which personality is a positive perfection distinct from the sub­
stantial individual nature, sees in the sacred humanity a positive supplying of the 
positive perfection of connatural human personality by the positive perfection of 
divine personality. This supplying must be achieved by setting up a positive 
ontological foundation for the real relation of union between the sacred humanity 
and the divine Person of the Word. 

17 Pere Seiller, in L'Activite humaine du Christ, p. 28, cites these words of Scotus: 
"Verbum nullam causalitatem habet super actum voluntatis creatae in Christo 
quam non habet tota Trinitas." (Op. Oxon., III, d. XVII, q. 1, n. 4). And he 
adds the following significant reflection: "En tout cela !'Ecole Franciscaine a 
retenu l'enseignement du Maitre." (SeiHer, p. 29.) The same article also shows 
the influence of this Scotist position on other questions of Christology, especially, 
the impeccability of Christ, the meritorious value of His actions, His satisfaction, 
etc. This Scotist view has been championed in recent years by Paul Galtier, S. J., 
especially in L'Unite du Christ, Etre, Personne, Conscience, Paris: 1939, and in 
many articles especially in controversy with P. Parente. For the Scotist opinion 
in general and in Gal tier, Cf. Diepen, "La psychologie humaine du Christ selon 
S. Thomas d'Aquin," in Revue Thomiste L (1950) 515-542, especially p. 5f.l3 seqq. 
Parente has described the mentality of the modern Scotists in N el Mistero di 
Cristo, p. f.l73 seqq. It is to be noted that both the Scotists and Galtier, who differs 
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Thomists, however, there is a positive communication of the 
Word in the line of personality, and as a result the question 
may remain open whether or not there could be, in this com­
munication or in its necessary consequences, any exclusive 
active influence of the Word. Some of them, as we shall see, 
have favored the idea. 

The problem of the exclusive dynamic influence of the Word, 
therefore, properly and directly belongs to those theologians 
who with the Thomist school conceive the Incarnation not 
merely as a real relationship but also as a positive ontological 
communication of the Word to the sacred humanity. Among 
them there is a basic unanimity in approach to the problem, in 
so far as they begin with an inquiry into the positive sources 
of the mystery of the Incarnation, and only later turn to a 
speculative investigation of the data thus found. That their 
conclusions are divergent, is indicative of the intricacy of the 
question and the delicacy of judgment needed in its solution. 

Many who have turned especially to the Oriental Councils 
and the Greek Fathers, have suggested that the divine opera­
tion moving the sacred humanity to act, might be proper to the 
Person of the Word, insofar as it is modified by the personal 
property of the Word.18 This manner of speaking is to be found 

from them in some points, a!,>Tee on our precise question with Deodat de Basly and 
Seiller. This is not to accuse either Scotism in general or the peculiar position of 
Galtier of all the excesses of the Assumptus Homo theory. For the distinction 
between them, Cf. Xiberta, Zoe. cit., ~85, ~87-~89. 

18 This manner of speaking is to be seen in Parente, Xiberta, and E. A. Wuenschel, 
C. SS. R., among modern authors. Parente, especially in Nel Mistero di Cristo, 
p. 878, has spoken of a divine influence "attraverso ii verbo ": "Ma sotto un 
certo vero aspetto appartiene personalmente al Verbo, in quanto quel influsso e 
communicato, come l'essere o Ia sussistenza, attraverso ii Verbo, e l'azione umana 
per conseguenza dice relazione reale alia Persona del Verbo e per essa alia natura 
divina e quindi aile altre du persone." The force of this attraverso is to us not 
altogether clear: it may mean only that the Word is the reason for the giving of a 
singular influence common to the Three Persons, but it does seem to suggest that 
an exclusive influence is communicated physically by the Word alone, an influence, 
indeed, which is not co-terminous with existence and subsistence. Wuenschel, in 
" De operatione Christi theandrica eiusque principio quod," in Doctor Communi!~, 
195~, 11-45, writes on p. 4~. " Talis influxus autem non pertinet ad ordinem causae 
eflicientis, nam omne quod rationem eflicientiae habet in unione hypostatica, toti 
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in Petavius, who seems to have influenced many after him.19 

These authors, then, would, implicitly at least, look on the 

Trinitati commune est. Pertinet potius ad ordinem causae formalis, demptis omnibus 
imperfectionibus, scilicet quatenus Verbum naturam humanam terminat et complet 
subsistentia sua; atque exseritur virtute divina praecise ut est in Verbo, proprietate 
sua personali afl'ecta." The phrase "exseritur virtute divina praecise ut est in 
Verbo" is explained on p. 48: "Omnia enim in natura humana (Christi) evene­
runt vi potentiae et concursus tribus personis communis. A Verbo procedebant vi 
eiusdem potentiae et concursus, sed quatenus hoc attributum et haec actio sunt in 
Verbo et proprietate sua relativa afficiuntur ... ". Xiberta had left room for his 
mind to be understood in the sense of a divine efficient action exclusive to the 
Word, by stressing the "active influence" of the Word over the sacred humanity. 
Chapters 8, 4, and U of his Tractatus de V erbo lncarnato, .Matriti: 1954 could 
be consulted. However, in reply to his critics, he has declared in more recent 
articles that he means no more than a formal influence of the Word: Cf. "In 
controversiam de conscientia humana Christi animadversiones," in Euntes Docete, 
IX (1956) 98-109, and "Observaciones al margen de Ia controversia sobre Ia 
conciencia humana de Jesucristo," in Revista espanola de teologia, XVI (1956) 
!ll5-288. 

Many commentators on Parente's work or on that of Xiberta have taken occasion 
to approve the idea of a singular divine efficiency over the human faculties of 
Christ which is physically exercised by the Three Person&-and such is in reality 
the value of Father Wuenschel's article. On this point Cf. R. Spiazzi, 0. P., in a 
review of Parente in Osservatore Romano, 14 Aprile, 1951; J. H. Nicolas, 0. P., in 
"Chronique de Theologie dogmatique," in Revue Thomiste, Lill (1988) 421-428, 
especially p. 425; M. Flick, S. J., in a review of Parente in Gregorianum, XXXII 
(1951) 595-596; Diepen, in "La psychologic humaine du Christ selon S. Thomas 
d'Aquin," in Revue Thomiste, L (1950) 515-542, cf. especially pp. 582-586; G. 
Philips, in a review of Parente in Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses, XXVIII 
(1952) 500; S. Garofalo, in Gem Orante, Rome, 1955; G. de Rosa, in "Una disser­
tazione cristologica inserita nell'Indice dei libri proibiti," in Divus Thomas (Pia­
cenza)), LVII (1954) 262-279; Others have been critical of the idea of an exclusive 
efficiency whiclt they read in the pages of Parente and Xiberta: Cf. L. Ciappi, 
0. P., in "TI problema dell'Io do Cristo nella teologia moderna," in Sapienza, IV 
(1951) 421-488, and in "Autonomia e independenza della natura umana di Cristo 
secondo il Rev. P. Galtier, S. J., in Sapienza, V (1952) 90-96; J. H. Nicolas, in the 
article and place quoted above; H. Diepen, I. c. especially pp. 586-541: A. Perego, 
S. J., in "TI lumen gloriae e l'unita psicologica di Cristo," in Divus Thoma8 
(Piacenza) LVIII (1955) 90-110 Cf. p. 98; F. de P. Sola, S. J., in Una nueva 

explicacion del YO de Jesucristo," in Estudios Ecclesiasticos, XXIX (1955) 448-478, 
cf. p. 459; J. Sweeney, S. J., in Theological Studies, XVII (1956) 888-897, "Recent 
developments in dogmatic theology"; K. McNamara, in "The Psychological Unity 
of Christ: A problem in Christology," in The Irish Theological Quarterly, XXill 
xxm (1956) 60-69; Cf. p. 64. 

19 Cf. Dionysius Petavius Aurelianensis, S. J., De lncarnatione Verbi, liber octa. 
vus, ed. Vives, Parisiis: 1867, tom. 6, cp. 10. (Cps. 11 and 12 are also worth con-
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axiom Indivisa sunt opera SS. Trinitatis ad extra as having an 
exception in the case of the human activity of Christ. On the 
other hand, many other authors are slow to recognize in early 
Conciliar and Patristic texts clear references to precisely a 
causal influence which is physical, active, divine, and exclusive 
to the Word. They are especially loathe to speak of such texts 
as necessarily indicative of an efficient divine motion on the 
human faculties of Christ which would be exclusive to the 
Word.20 The interpretation of these texts becomes then an 
important point in our discussion. 

suiting). Petavius, well aware of the difficulty concerning the personal unity of 
Christ, thus stated his position: 

" ... cum Persona Verbi humanae naturae conjungi dicitur, non aliud intel­
ligimus, quam naturam divinam cum ea copulari: non absolute, praeciseque sump­
tam, sed quatenus determinata est et modificata personali Verbi proprietate. Eodem 
modo divinitatis attributa omnia, etiam absoluta et communia, personis tribus, cum 
eadem humanitate junguntur. Quare ipsa ivr!p'f<w. et operatio divina, secundum 
interiorem substantiam, et ut est in Deo considerata, et proprietate modificata 
Verbi ad humanam naturam applicatur, et fit ei peculiaris, ac lhavliptKi}v €v€p'f<Lav 

Christi propriam efficit, quae perinde ex operatione ilia divina, per congruentem 
Verbo subsistendi modum definita, et determinata, atque ex humana functione com­
ponitur: ut ex utraque natura persona ipsa Christi, quam compositam esse supra 
docuimus. Ut autem natura divina humanae Christi naturae conjungitur; nee ex eo 
sequitur totam ipsam Trinitatem uniri, etsi tota ipsa natura Trinitatis cum illa 
societur. Sic operatio toti communis Trinitati cum humana operatione committitur, 
non tamen eodem modo operari Trinitas ev<p'fela.s OeavoptK<is dicitur, quo Verbum 
ipsum: eo quod non ut personis communis est tribus, sed ut proprietate personali 
Verbi modificata est operatio ista, ad humanam i!v€p'fetav accommodatur." N. 
XV. p. £55. 

We believe that the citations of Petavius in the writings of Parente and Wuen­
schel indicate an influence of his mentality. Others authors, older indeed, have 
spoken of a unique efficient influence on the sacred humanity, but have not been 
as clear as we would wish in determining whether it is exclusive to the Word or not. 
Billot could be consulted, De Verbo lncarnato, Romae: 192£, p. 306. 

2° Clear opposition has come from Pere J. H. Nicolas, 0. P., in the Revue 
Thomiste, loc. cit., who writes: "Une telle explication est irrecevable. Ce n'est 
pas seulement a, propos de cet' influx ... c'est a propos de toute action ad extra 
qu'on pourrait faire intervenir cette modification personnelle qui l'approprierait a 
l'une ou a !'autre des trois Personnes ... et on se heurte dans tous les cas a 
l'axiome canonique: In Deo omnia sunt unum ubi non obviat relationis oppositio." 
(p. 4£5) . Besides the authors mentioned in the last note, we would single out the 
opposition of the Jesuit Fathers in the universities of Innsbruck and Spain: Cf. 
F. Lakner, "Eine neuantiochenische Christologie" in Zeitschrift fur Katholische 
Theologie, LXXVU (1955) 212-228; K. Rahner, "Probleme der Christologie von 
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Some who have maintained from the Patristic texts the 
exclusive dynamic influence of the Word, and others who have 
hesitated to give unqualified approval to this judgment, have 
turned to a speculative consideration of the hypostatic union 

explanation of the problem. Commencing from the idea of 
a positive communication of the Person of Word to the 
humanity of Christ in the line of personality, and, as is com­
monly taught, also in the line of existence, they have considered 
that, just as the divine existence, which is common to the Three 
Persons, is communicated to the humanity of Christ in and 
through the Word alone, so also the divine efficient promotion, 
of itself is common to the Three Persons, might communi­
cated to it in and through the Word alone.21 The extension 

seem to be justified from the common philosophical 

heute," in Schriften zur Theologie, I, Einsiedeln: 1954; J. M. Dalmau, S. J., in 
"La analogia en cl concepto de persona," in Estudios Ecclesiasticos, XXVIII (1954, 
195-210, cf. p. 210; J. Solano, S. J., in Sacrae Theologiae Summa, III, Matriti: l!l53, 
pp. 59, 182. 

Most of this opposition has been made on the force of the Trinitarian axiom 
rather than on an exposition of the direct sense of the Patristic texts alleged. The 
chief of these texts are: Pseudo-Dionysius, De Divinis Nominibus, cap. !il (cf. Migne, 
PG III, c. 643, and S. Thomas, In Librum Beati Dionysii De Divinis Nominibus 
expositio, ed. C. Pera, 0. P., Taurini-Romae: 1950, p. 51-these two texts differ.); 
Pseudo Dionysius, Epistola Quarta ad Caium (Cf. Migne, PG III, col. 1073-1074, 
and S. Thomas, Summa Theologica, III, q. l!J, a. 1, ad. 1.-again these two texts 
differ.); S. Leo the Great, Epistola dogmatica ad Flavianum, c. IV (Cf. Migne, PL 
LIV, col. 767 and Mansi, V, col. 1375 (1!275)-1378 (1278), and Sermon UV 
(Cf. Migne, PL LIV, col. 319)-the same text is also quoted by St. Thomas in 
HI, q. 19, a. I, c.; and the exegesis of these three texts made the Fathers them­
selves: Cf. S. Leo the Great, Migne PL LIV, col. 767, 1163, and Mansi, V, col. 
1375-1378, and XI, col. 266; S. Martin, Mansi, X, col. 886, 893-986; Concilium 
Lateranense Mansi, X, col. 1155; S. Sophronius of Jerusalem, Migne, PG, LXXXVII, 
col. 3167-3170, 3178; S. Maximus the Confessor, Migne, PG XCI, col. 95:98, col. 
119, and especially Migne IV, col. 222-!il23; S. Agatho I, Mansi, XI, col. !267, 266; 
the Fathers of the Third Council of Constantinople, Mansi, XI, col. 3711; and 
S. Jolm Damascene, Migne, PG XCIV, 1059, 1079, 841. 

21 It will be seen from the citations 'above that the force of the argumentation 
from the Patristic texts is largely merged with this speculative argument. Some 
have wished to connect this argument exclusively with the .Billot or Capreolus 
explanation of the hypostatic union; we would rather see it as a possible extension 
from the common Thomist position, which holds a positive communication of the 
divine esse to Christ's humanity, even though it does not always sustain such a 
communication as the formal constituent of the union. 
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axiom, Agere sequitur esse. Thus, just as there might be a posi~ 
tive communication of existence to Christ's humanity, which 
is exclusive to the Person of the Word, so also there would be 
a positive communication of the divine efficient operation ad 
extra premoving the humanity of Christ to act, given to it in 
and through the sole Person of the Word. It seems that we 
must understand the Word as the sole Person " in and through " 
which the efficient motion is given to the sacred humanity, in a 
strictly physical sense: the Word is not merely the reason why 
a singular efficient motion common to the Three Persons is 
given to the sacred humanity, but is the sole Person who 
physically communicates it. Against this argument, other theo~ 
logians have objected that the extension of the philosophical 
axiom alleged is invalid, and that a false similarity has been 
placed between existence and efficiency. 22 The issue is impor~ 
taut, as it could perhaps be alleged that only an exclusive 
efficient action of the Word would be sufficient to found a real 
relationship of the sacred humanity towards the sole Person of 
the Word, and so its denial would be a step back into the way 
of Scotism. 

The argument in favour of the extension to an exclusive effi~ 
ciency of the Word, appears to be strengthened if we accept the 
opinion, shared by Billot and by many of the earlier Thomists, 
that the formal constituent of the divine personality of the Word 
is the absolute subsistence of the Deity, not as absolute and 
common, but as modified and possessed by the divine relation 
which is the Word. On that assumption, the communication of 
the Word to the humanity of Christ, formally and directly in 
the line of personality (and not merely in that of existence) 
involves necessarily the giving of something, which in itself 
would be common to the Three Persons, but which in this case 
is given as the sole property of the Word. Have we not already 
room for the extension to the idea of a communication of the 
divine efficiency, which ordinarily should be common to the 
Three Persons, in and by the sole Person of the Word? This 

22 Cf. the articles quoted in notes (18) and (~0). 
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insistence is deeper than the preceding argument; it has won 
some favour, but many theologians either refuse to accept its 
validity, or deny the premise from which it begins.23 

The value of this argument, depending as it does on a concept 
of the hypostatic union itself, is a key point in our discussion. 

We find a further basic issue of our problem in the considera­
tion of the hypostatic union from the point of view of formal 
causality. The question is raised, whether or not the positive 
communication of the Word to the sacred humanity in the line 
of personality verifies the concept of formal causality in the 
stJrict sense. The replies of those authors who have consideJred 
the question are as different as their ideas of formal causality 
itself. There are some who, content with the Scotist explana­
tion of the hypostatic union, have seen in the simple relation­
ship of the sacred humanity to the Word a perfecting by the 
Word in the line of formal causality. Others have demanded 
more than a simple relationship for a true formal influence; they 
have required some physical exercise of the perfection of the 
.ll'-'''"'"'' cause, it communicates its perfection to an­
other. These authors have naturally turned to the positive 
communication of the Person of the Word to the sacred hu­
manity in the line of personality, and have asked whether or not 
it could be called a formal influence. Some have replied in the 
affirmative: thus the Word would possess over the humanity 
Christ a formal influence which is divine and exclusively His own, 
and the answer to our problem would remain in the affirma­
tive. The explanation of how this can be, differs among authors. 
Some have seen it verified through the means of something 
created, formed in the sacred humanity, by which and through 
which that humanity is perfected with the actuality and perfec­
tion of the Word.24 Others insist that there is no created reality 

23 Pere C. V. Heris, who accepts the Capreolist explanation of the hypostatic 
union, will have none of the proposed extension. Cf. The Mystery of Christ, Cork: 
1950, p. 43. Cf. also G. D. Smith, "Notes on recent work," in Clergy Review, 1951, 

p. 106. 
•• Cf. the classic disputation on the created mean in the hypostatic union, F. 

Suarez, S.J., De lncarnatione, pars prima, ed. Coleti, Venetiis: 1745, tom. XVI, 
disp. 8, sect. 3, pp. l!l~-3 and John of St. Thomas, 0. P., Cursus Theologicus, 
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in the hypostatic union distinct from the humanity of Christ 
and its relation of union, and explain how there can be a formal 
influence of the Word by means of an uncreated conjunction 
and identity of the sacred humanity with the Word in the line 
of personality. This uncreated identity, they say, is the only 
satisfactory foundation for the real relation of union itself. 
They consider it not merely as something static and inert, but 
as verifying in itself the idea of formal causality on the part of 
the Word, by which the Word physically perfects the sacred 
humanity with the perfection of His own divine personality.25 

tom. II, ed. Solesm., Parisiis-Tornaci-Romae: 1984, q. 12, disp. 18, art. 4, nn. 8 seqq. 
Cf. also the view in more recent times of M. de la Taille, S. J., especially in his 
a1·ticles, " The Schoolmen," in The Incarnation- Papers from the Sum1ner School of 
Catholic Studies held in Cambridge (London: 1925); "Actuation creee par l'Acte 
lncree," in Recherches des sciences religieuses, XVIII (1928), p. 260 seqq; and 
"Etretien arnica! d'Euxode et de Palamede sur la grace d'union," in Revue Apolo­
getique, XLVIII (1929) 5-26 and 129-145. Against de la Taille, there is a refuta­
tion at length by Father T. U. Mullaney, 0. P., "The Incarnation: de la Taille 
vs. the Thomist Tradition," in The Thomist, XVII (1954) 1-42. There are perhaps 
traces of the de la Taille mentality in J. Solano, S. J., in Sacrae Theologiae Summa, 
III, Matriti: 1958, 58 seqq., cf. 59 and 182, and in J. Ternus, S. J., "Das Seelen­
und Bewusstseinsleben Jesu," in Das Konzil von Chalkedon, II, Wiirzburg: 1954, 
81-287. Concerning the view of Ternus, cf. Parente, L'Io di Cristo, ed. altera, 1955. 

25 We shall examine later the thought of Cajetan concerning this uncreated 
identity, which the Thomist school has followed and especially concerning the 
verification of the idea of formal causality through it. The chief Thomist authors 
who have thus spoken of a formal causality of the Word, are Cajetan, in I, q. 12, 
a. 2, nn. 15-16, in III, q. 4, a. 2, and in III, q. 17, a. 2, nn. 18 seqq; John of 
St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, in lam Partem, q. 12, disp. 18 ,a. 4, ed. Solesm. 
pp. 172-177, and in !Ham partem, q. 2, disp. 4, art. 2, especially n. 20 seqq., ed. 
Metternich, Coloniae Agrippinae: 1711, p. 72, and also in his Cursus Philosophicus, 
Philosophia Naturalis, tom. II in ed. Reiser, cit., p. 285; Bannez, in lam, q. 12, 
a. 2, dub. 2 post 4am conclusionem in ed. apud Stephanum Michaelem, Lugdnni: 
1588, p. 222; Salmanticenses, Tractatus Theologici, tom. 4, ed. Pauli Monti, Parmae: 
1725, tract. XVI, disp. 2, dub. 2, n. 21; tract. XVI, disp. 8, dub. 8, n. 28; Gonet, 
Clipeus Theologiae Thomisticae, disp. 2, art. 8, ed. Coloniae Agrippinae: 1677, 
p. 140; Billuart, De Deo Uno, eliss. 4, a. 7, p. 124 in ed. Lequette, Parisiis: 1876; 
and among more recent works, Del Prado, N., 0. P., De Veritate Fundamentali 
Philosophiae Christianae (Friburgi: 1911), pp. 627, 628, 681, 682; Billot, L. S. J., De 
Verba Incarnato, Romae: 1922, pp. 166-167; Michel A., in D. T. C. VII (2), 1928, 
col. 1522-1528; Penido, M. T-L., Le Role d'Analogie et Theologie Dogmatique, 
Paris: 1981, pp. 418-416; Hugon, E., 0. P., Tractatus Dogmatici, I, Paris: 1988; 
Garrigou-Lagrange, R., 0. P., De Deo Uno, Torino-Paris: 1988, p. 278 and De 
Christo Salvatore, Turino: 1946, p. 820; Ramirez, J. M., 0. P., De Hominis Beati-
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There are others, however, who admit this uncreated identity 
but refuse to see in it any idea of formal causality, stressing 
always that the Word with His divine personality is the term 
of the union and not an exclusive active cause through the 
union.26 Still others have :rejected the thesis of a formal influ­
ence of the Word, s~ying that the writers mentioned above have 
not in fact escaped from the necessity of a corresponding mate­
rial causality exercised by the sacred humanity over the Word, 
by which the Word would be limited and received; thus they 
have even abandoned the concept of uncreated identity as the 
foundation of the relation of union, and, while remaining apart 
from the Scotist school, have centered their explanation of the 
Union in an appropriation and integration of the humanity by 
the Word in the line of personality: an appropriation and inte­
gration from which they strictly exclude any formal influence 
of the Word. 27 

This is a third key point in our debate. It is all the more 
delicate insofar as a negative answer to this query of a formal 
influence of the Word must explain how it does not reduce its 
explanation of the Union itself to a mere relation, and leave 
itself open to the classic Thomist critiques of the Scotist posi­
tion; and insofar as an affirmative answer seems to open the 
way to objections coming from the unity and transcendence of 

tudine, III, Matriti: 1947, pp. 488-490; Daffara, M., 0. P., De Peccato Originali 
et De Verbo lncarnato, Turino: 1948, p. 263; and most recently Corvez, M., 0. P., 
"L'Unicite d'existence dans le Christ," in Revue Thomiste, LVI (1956) 413-426. 
We shall examine this notion later. 

26 Thus many speak of a " terminative influence " to indicate the function 
of the Word, not just as the term of a relation, but as positively communicated in 
identity so that He may be the term of the relation. Cf. L. Ciappi, 0. P., "ll 
problema dell'Io di Cristo nella teologia moderna," in Sapienza, IV (1951) 421-438. 
We believe that very often such an expression is in complete harmony with the 
views of the Thomist authors cited in the preceding note. 

27 This view, to be discussed more fully later, is especially that of Dom. H. M. 
Diepen, 0. S. B. in several articles in the Revue Thomiste: Cf. RT L (1950) ll2 
seqq; RT L (1950) 291 seqq; RT LIII (1953) 41 seqq; and of Pere J. H. Nicolas, 
0. P., in RT LUI (195:3) 427-428 and RT LV (1955) 18~. An English presentation 
exists in the article of Father Adrian Hastings, " Christ's act of existence," in 
Downside Review, 1955, pp. 139-159. 
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the Godhead, and from the integrity of the human nature of 
Christ. 

To sum up, we have three questions: 

a) Can we find in ancient Patristic texts clear indications 
of an active causal influence of the Wo:rd ove:r the sacred 
humanity? 

b) Can we extend the idea of a positive communication of 
existence and personality in and through the Word alone, 
to the idea of a positive communication of the divine 
efficient motion in and through the Word alone? 

c) Can we see in the positive communication of the Word 
to the sacred humanity in the line of personality and of 
existence, a genuine concept of formal causality? 

These questions seem to be meriting the increasing interest of 
theologians. 

Attitude of the Magisterium: the evidence. 
"The Sacred l\1agisterium, matters 

must be the proximate and universal norm of every 
theologian, for it is to it that Christ our Lord has commissioned 
the whole deposit of faith,-namely the Sacred Letters 
divine ' tradition '-to guard and to preserve and to inter­
pret." 28 In our present study we must never lose sight of this 
fundamental truth enunciated by the late Pontiff, Pius XII, in 
the encyclical Humani Generis. Because of the great moment 
inherent in our problem for a better understanding of the mys­
teries of the Trinity and the Incarnation, and because of the 
dogmatic difficulties which encompass it is not surprising 
that it has in recent years come under the vigilance of 
Holy Office and of the Supreme Pontiff Himself. Before de­
termining the proper task of the Catholic theologian in relation 
to the three questions we have placed; we must first find out 

28 Sacrum Magisterium, in rebus fidei et morum, cuilibet theologo proxima et 
universalis veritatis norma esse debet, utpote cui Christus Dominus totum depositum 
fidei-Sacras nempe Litteras ac divinam 'traditionem '---€t custodiendum et tuen­
dum et interpretandum concredidit. Ct AAS, XLII (1950) 567. 
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the attitude of the Holy See and the liberty of discussion 
permitted and fostered by it. 

On the 28th June 1951, the Sovereign Pontiff approved the 
condemnation and insertion in the Index of Prohibited Books, 
resolved the previous day by the Holy Office, of a dissertation 
of Pere Leon SeiHer, 0. F. M., entitled, La psychologie humaine 
du Christ et l'unicite de personne.29 In this work, Pere SeiHer, 
developing the theory of the Assumptus-Homo of his master 
Pe:re Deodat Marie de Basley, went so far as to say that the 
man conjoined to the Word was a distinct "Some-one" pos­
sessed of a distinct psychological personality from that of the 
Word, and hence admitted in Christ a dual personality while 
maintaining the unicity of Person. It was in consequence a 
denial of every exclusive dynamic influence of the over 
the human activity of Christ.30 

This action of the Holy Office cannot be interpreted as a 
definitive solution of our precise problem. We believe that its 
intention was principally to point out that the assignation 
a personality to Christ was to manner 
speaking which had been formulated by the unanimous con-
sent of Catholic doctors, and which for centuries been 
best means of obtaining some understanding of the dogma 
the Incarnation, which indeed had been used by Ecumenical 
Councils and especially by that of Chalcedon, even in dogmatic 
definitions. This new phrasing therefore would not only be 
imprudent, but would leave the dogma of the Incarnation itself 
like a reed shaken by the wind. :regard to our precise 
problem, nothing direct is said, but we must understand this 
action of the Holy Office as stressing the paramount necessity 
of being alive to every danger of Nestorianism latent a nega­
tive solution. 

On the 8th September, 1951, in the encyclical Sempiternus 
Rex Christus, commemorating the Council of Chalcedon, Pius 
XII wrote: 

•• This dissertation was first published in the periodical, Franziskanische Studien, 
Miinster in Westfalen, 1948-1!)49; it was later published separately, Rennes-Paris: 

].949. 
•• Cf. Note 18 above. 
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Although nothing prohibits further investigation into the hu­
manity of Christ, even by a psychological process and method, none 
the less, in the arduous studies of this nature there are some who 
leave the past more than is due in order to construct novelties, and 
wrongly use the definition of the Council of Chalcedon to support 
their own " elucubrations." 

These so extol the state and condition of the human nature of 
Christ, that it seems to be a certain subject in its own right, as 
though it did not subsist in the Person of the Word itself. But the 
Council of Chalcedon, entirely in harmony with that of Ephesus, 
clearly asserts that each nature of the Redeemer comes together 
" in one person and subsistence," and forbids that two individuals 
be placed in Christ, so that a certain "Assumed-Man" endowed 
with integral autonomy, be collocated beside the Word.31 

This cardinal text assigns clearly the phrases " Assumed­
Man " and " integral autonomy " as capable of, and bearing 
actually in some modern writings, a sense dangerous to the 
dogma of the Incarnation in so far as they open the way to 
Nestorianism. However, it must be noted that the Pontiff does 
not define the limits of that full autonomy which would leave 

81 Quam vis nihil prohibeat quominus humanitas Christi etiam psychologica via 
et ratione altius investigetur, tamen in arduis huius generis studiis non desunt 
qui plus aequo vetera linquant ut nova astruant ac definitione Chalcedonensis 
Concilii perperam utantur ut a se elucubrata suffulciant. 

Hi humanae Christi naturae statum et conditionem ita provehunt ut eadem 
reputari videatur subiectum quoddam sui iuris, quasi in ipsius persona Verbi non 
subsistat. At Chalcedonense concilium, Ephesino prorsus congruens, lucide asserit 
utramque Redemptoris naturam ' in unam personam atque subsistentiam ' convenire 
vetatque duo in Christo poni individua, ita ut aliquis ' Homo Assumptus' integrae 
autonomiae compos penes Verbum collocetur. Cf. AAS XLIII (1951) 638. In the 
text published in the Osservatore Romano, which of course is not official, the words 
"saltern psychologice " were to be read after the words " sui iuris." These words 
are not found in the official text just cited. Comments on this point may be found 
in Galtier, Gregorianum, XXXII (1951) 525-568, esp. in note 68; in Parente, Nel 
Mistero di Cristo, 392, note 1; and the article of Father Michael Browne already 
referred to could be consulted, in which we read: " Psicologicamente si potrebbe 
parlare della personalita umana di Cristo, rna solo riferendosi al Verbo stesso in 
quanto sussiste e opera nella natura umana assunta ipostaticamente. Ma col fare 
dell'Io umano di Cristo un soggetto autonomo, sia pure psicologicamente, esclu­
dendo dall'attivita della natura assunta il Verbo come principio agente, si corre 
rischio di affermmare implicitamente anche un io umano ontologico .... " 
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the way open to this danger. Hence there is no clear and 
precise indication given on our question of the exclusive active 
influence of the Word. None the less we may interpret the text 
as implicitly bearing on our problem, by repeating the warning 
that a negative solution to our question could leave way 
open to a N estorian concept of our Redeemer. 

On the 15th May, 1956, in the encyclical Haurietis Aquas, 
which treats of the Sacred Heart of the Most Holy Redeemer, 
several paragraphs were included which seem to bear directly 
on our problem. Speaking of the intimacy which exists between 
the heart of Christ and the Person of the Word, the Pontiff 
wrote: 

(The divine and the human love of Christ) must be said to be 
not only co-existent in the adorable Person of the Divine Redeemer, 
but also mutually conjoined by a natural link, insofar as the human 
and the sensible (loves) are subject to the divine, and bear its 
analogicallikeness.32 

(The heart of Christ) although no longer subject to the perturba-
tions of this life, lives none the less and and is '--V.HI\nHLu 

in an indissoluble way with the Person of the Divine 
in It and through It with Its divine will . . . 33 

The most sacred heart of Jesus, participating as it is in a totally 
intimate way in the life of the Incarnate Word ... 31 

Wherefore the sacred heart of Jesus Christ, united hypostatically 
to the Divine Person of the Word, without doubt palpitated with 
love and even with the other impulses of the affections, which none 
the less so absolutely agreed and harmonised with the human will 
full of divine charity, and with the infinite love itself which the 
Son communicates with the Father and the Holy Spirit, that never 

32 Cf. AAS XLVIII (1956) 344. Hi enim amores non tantum una simul existentes 
dicendi sunt in adorabili Persona Divini Redemptoris, sed etiam inter se naturali 
nexu coniuncti, quatenus divino humanus sensibilisque subiciuntur, atque illius 
analogicam similitudinem referunt. 

33 Cf. Ibid., 336. Illud siquidem etsi mortalis huius vitae perturbationibus iam 
obnoxium non est, vivit tamen ac palpitat, atque indissolubili modo cum Divini 
Verbi Persona et in Ipsa et per Ipsam cum divina volnntate eius coniungitur. 

34 Cf. Ibid., 333. . . . sacratissimum Cor Jesu, cum sit, intima prorsus ratione, 
Incarnati Verbi vitae particeps .... In the official text at this point St. Thomas 
is cited III, q. 19, a. I. 
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was there between these three loves anything contrary or dis­
sonant.35 

For (the heart of Christ) is a symbol of that divine love which 
He communicates with the Father and the Holy Spirit, but which 
none the less is manifested to us through His mortal body in Him 
alone, as in the Word which is made flesh, for indeed in Him 
inhabits all the fullness of the divinity corporally.36 

. . . as the Angelic Doctor teaches, the charity of the August 
Trinity is the principle of human Redemption, in so far as, pouring 
out most plentifully into the human will of Christ and into His 
adorable heart, it induced Him, moved by that same charity, to 
shed His blood that He might redeem us from the slavery of sin: 
" I have a baptism with which to be baptised, and how am I 
straightened until it be accomplished." 37 

What is the significance of these texts to our problem? With­
out doubt they teach the integrity of the human nature of 
Christ as a principle of operation. They insist that there is a 
conjunction of that human nature directly to the Person of the 
Word, so that in the Word and thro11gh the Word it is in perfect 
harmony with the divine will and the divine love for men. They 
are unequivocal and maintaining at the same time that the 
infinite divine love of the Word is shared and communicated 
with the Father and the Holy Spirit, and that that same divine 
love which inspired and premoved His human and redemptive 

•• Cf. Ibid., 824. Quamobrem Jesu Christi cor, Divinae Verbi Personae hypo­
statice unitum, ob amorem etiam et ob ceteras affectuum impulsiones procul dubio 
palpitavit, quae tamen et cum humana voluntate, divinae caritatis plena, et cum 
ipso infinito amore, quem Filius cum Patre et cum Spiritu Sancto communicat, ita 
congruebant omnino et consonabant ut numquam hos inter tres amores aliquid esset 
contrarium vel dissonans. Here in the official text St. Thomas in cited in a note, 
ill, q. U, a. 4 and q. 18, a. 6. 

36 Cf. Ibid., 827. Syrnbolus enim est divini illius amoris, quem cum Patre et 
Spiritu Sancto communicat, sed qui tamen in Ipso tanium, utpote in V erbo, quod 
caro factum est, per caducum et fragile corpus nobis manifestatur, quandoquidem 
in ipso inhabitat omnis plenitudo divinitatis corporaliter.' 

•• Cf. Ibid., 882. . . . ut Angelicus docet, Augustae Trinitatis caritas humanae 
Redemptionis principium est, quatenus in humanam Jesu Christi voluntatem, et 
in adorandum Cor eius, uberrime exundans, eum eadem caritate permotum induxit 
ad suum sanguinem profundendum, ut nos a peccati captivitate redimeret: • Bap­
tismo habeo baptizari et quomodo coarctor usquedum perficiatur.' Here after the 
word 'redimeret ' there is a note to S. Thomas, ill, q. 48, a. 5. 
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activity is common to the Three Persons of the August Trinity. 
Finally they suggest a dual exclusive function of the Person of 
the ·word underlying the sublime participation of the humanity 
of Christ in His life. This dual function we may describe as 
significative and presential; significative, in so far as in the 
Word alone the divine love of Christ is manifest to us, and 
presential, in so far as the Word alone, with all the fullness of 
the divinity, that belongs to Him, dwells in Christ corporally. 

· For those who would investigate the possibility of an exclu­
sive dynamic influence of the Word on the human activity of 
Christ, what is there in this teaching? 

First, there is great insistence on the difficulties inherent in 
the affirmative solution, namely the disruption of the unity of 
the divine action ad extra, and the denial of the absolute 
integrity of the human nature of Christ as a principle of 
operation. 

Secondly, in speaking of the common divine love, shared by· 
the Three Divine Persons, which moves the human heart of 
Chri~t to act, the encyclical seems implicitly to apply and to 
uphold the axiom indivisa su,nt opera SS. Trinitatis ad extra. 
Although it does not expressly name efficient causality, it would 
seem to be impossible to reconcile the affirmation of an exclu­
sive efficient influence of the Word moving the humanity of 
Christ to act, with the teaching of the encyclical. 38 

88 In his commentary on the Encyclical, Haurietis Aquas and Devotion to the 
Sacred Heart, in Theological Studies, XVill (1957) 17-40, Father Malachy J. 
Donnelly, S. J., raises this point and decides it in a way which differs from ours. 
On p. 82 he asks, as we have done, " Is the divine love of which the Holy Father 
speaks in this particular section of the Encyclical a love proper to the Word, or. is it 
rather that love which the Word has in common with the Father and Holy 
Spirit? " and on p. 88 he replies: " It is quite true that the hypostatic union as 
such terminates at being, not operations (ad esse, non autem ad opemri), but it 
is equally true that, when the Word Incarnate loves in a human way (with sensible 
and spiritual love informed by charity) and divinely, it is the Word who loves, not 
the Father or Holy Spirit? Hence, I hold that the divine love to which the soul 
ascends through the symbolism of the Sacred Heart is first of all the personal hypo­
static love of the Word alone. The Holy Father uses language which justifies one's 
making this conclusion." (The text quoted in support of this last sentence is, we 
understand, that which we have quoted in our note 86). We cannot agree with 
Father Donnelly's interpretation; the clear references throughout the encyclical to 
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Thirdly, in proposing the ideas of the intimate participation 
of Christ's humanity in the divine life of the Word, and of its 
conjunction with the common divine will only in and through 
the Word, the encyclical has certainly made use of perspectives 
very dear to the affirmative solution. However, they do not 
necessarily presuppose it. Participation in the divine life of the 
Word, and conjunction with the divine will in and through the 
Word, can be amply explained by the idea of the personal 
presence of the Word to the sacred humanity in the hypostatic 
union, and do not necessarily demand an exclusive active divine 
influence of the Word. The fact that the sacred humanity is the 
human nature of the Word, is ample reason for this participa­
tion and conjunction, and this way the Word need have no 
more than a moral influence over the humanity, one which 
reduces to the order of final causality, the Word alone being the 
subject and hence the fi.nis cui of aU the human actions of 
Christ.39 Hence while the encyclical uses perspectives dear to 
the affirmative solution, it does not necessarily suppose that 
solution. 

the community of the divine love seem too insistent. (Cf. e. g. the texts in our 
notes 35 and 37) . The important text which has caused Father Donnelly to 
hesitate we discuss immediately in our own text. As yet we know of no other 
extensive discussion on the encyclical which raises this point. Perhaps our final 
conclusion will not be far from Fr. Donnelly's view. 

39 Cajetan, in his commentary in I-II, q. 3, art. 2-3-4, thus interprets the axiom 
'Unumquodque est propter suam operationem' which St. Thomas had used in 
art. 1!: " .•• potest dupliciter intelligi. Primo, sicut propter rem quae est eius finis. 
Alio modo sicut proprium complementum: et sic est verum. Ita quod unum­
quodque habens operationem esse propter suam operationem, nihil aliud est quam 
esse propter seipsum in actu completu et perfecto." Taking this same doctrine from 
Cajetan, Bannez says: " alter sensus est quod unumquodque est propter suam 
operationem tamquam propter complementum proprium ipsius rei; et ita verificatur 
ilia maxima, quoniam unumquodque est propter seipsum in actu completo, v. g., 
ignis est propter se ipsum operantem, id est, ut operetur. Atque ita substantia cum 
operatione melior est quam substantia sine operatione." (in I-H, q. 3, a. 2, in ed. V. 
Beltran de Heredia, 0. P., Madrid: 1942, tom. I, p. 85.) We believe that an 
analogous application of this teaching to the human activity of the Word to be 
valid, and to be most fruitful in coming to some understanding of the human life 
of Christ and His function as Redeemer. It is to this point that we refer here. 
We leave it, as outside the strict limits of the present study, which refers to 
physical causality. 
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Lastly, there seems indicated in the encyclical a reduction of 
every exclusive physical role of the Word in the Incarnation to 
the unique personal presence by which He inhabits corporally 
in Christ with all the fullness of the Godhead. 

A passing remark made by the Supreme Pontiff in His allocu­
tion to the Liturgists at the Vatican on 29th October, 1956, 
seems to confirm the general impression of the encyclical with 
reference to our question. Here he spoke of the act by which 
Christ consummates the work of our Redemption, of that by 
which He," that is, the Word subsisting in human nature," will 
hand over the kingdom to God and the Father, and submit to 
Him Who placed all things under His feet, that God may be 
all in all.40 

Attitude of the M agisterium: general assessment. 

The foregoing documents constitute the evidence. Let us 
now assess its bearing on our problem. We may distinguish 
general directives and special conclusions. 

In giving general directives to theologians labouring in our 
problem, these documents above all insist that the dogmatic 
difficulties concerning the unity of the divine operation ad 
extra, the personal unity of Christ in the exercise of His human 
activity, and the integrity of the human nature of Christ as a 
principle of operation, be justly appreciated. The dogmatic 
definition of Chalcedon must be given paramount importance 
as the guiding light of the whole investigation. The investiga­
tion itself must not begin from the untenable dualist position 
of the Assumptus-Homo theory. 

Beyond these general directives, we believe that two special 
conclusions may be taken from the documents. 

••" .. Le Christ est le Premier et le Dernier, l'Aipha et !'Omega, a la fin du 
monde tous les ennemis auront ete vaincus, et la mort en dernier lieu, le Christ, 
c'est a dire le Verbe subsistant dans la nature humaine, remettra le Royaume a 
Dieu, son Pere, et le Fils lui-meme se soumettra a Celui qui lui a tout soumis, pour 
que 'Dieu soit tout en tous.'" Cf. AAS XLVIII (1956) 728. Cf. M. Fabregas, 
S. J., "Adnotationes in Allocutionem Pontificis super Liturgia," in Periodica, XLV 
(956) 471. 
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First, there is no efficient physical divine influence exclusive 
to the Person of the Word in relation to the human activity of 
Christ. This is to be understood in the sense that a divine 
efficiency would physically be exerted by the Word and not by 
the Father and Holy Spirit. The reason seems to be the ap­
plication of the axiom Indivisa sunt opera SS. Trinitatis 
universally where there is question of the divine efficiency. This 
presupposes that the difficulties concerning the personal unity 
of Christ in the exercise of His human activity, are solved by 
the concept of the exclusive physical presence of the Word to 
the sacred humanity not only in the static order, but also in 
the actual exercise of its activity. 

Secondly, the problem of the existence of a formal causality 
exclusive to the Word, and hence of the existence of any active 
divine influence exclusive to the Word, in the mystery of the 
Incarnation, remains undecided. However, if such an influence 
be affirmed it will of necessity be co-terminous with the ex­
clusive physical presence of the Word to the sacred humanity, 
being implicitly in concepto if it be denied, 
it must be explained how this same unique personal presence 
remains in all its perfection without ito The problem then re­
duces to a consideration of the mystery of the presence the 
Word, and of the very idea of formal causality" 

Therefore, in concluding this assessment of the attitude of 
the Magisterium, we believe that it has wished simply to pre­
serve not only the terminology sanctioned by the Councils and 
by centuries of traditional theology, but also the immediate and 
obvious sense of that terminology. It has abstained from any 
definitive directive to theologians labouring to penetrate more 
deeply into the meaning of the mystery, even though they may 
see in their opposing solutions serious difficulties for the fully 
satisfying understanding of the mystery itself. It will leave 
:room for debate on our problem, and allow free discussion 
between Scotists and Thomists, and among Thomists them­
selveso It will centre the efforts of all on the idea of the hypo­
static union itself. 



THE HUMAN ACTIVITY OF THE WORD 175 

The task of the theologian. 
The Catholic theologian must attempt to unfold by his 

labours a better understanding of the teaching of the living 
Magisterium of the Church. What then is his task in relation 
to the three principal issues of our problem? 

In relation to the Patristic texts he must show by a sound 
exegesis that their true sense is not in disaccord with the living 
teaching of the Church. 

In relation to the question of an exclusive efficient influence 
of the Word over the human nature of Christ, he must attempt 
to find the ultimate reason why such an influence is repugnant. 
He must try to solve the arguments which seem to indicate the 
contrary, and he must show how the personal unity of Christ as 
a human Agent is in no way weakened by his position. 

In relation to the possibility of a formal influence of the 
Word alone over the sacred humanity, he may delve deeply 
into the meaning of the hypostatic union in an attempt to solve 
this problem, knowing that an affirmative solution, if satisfac­
torily maintained, will well harmonise with some of the great 
perspectives of the encyclical Haurietis Aquas in regard to the 
human activity and the human life of our Redeemer. 

Our aims. 
In the succeeding parts of this study, we wish to discuss the 

second and the third of these tasks of the Catholic theologian of 
today. We do so by expounding what we believe to be the 
mind of St. Thomas Aquinas in regard to each of them. We do 
so in the belief that St. Thomas, having made a personal 
analysis of the chief patristic texts involved, expressly held 
common influence of the divine efficiency over the human facul­
ties of Christ by the Three Persons of the Trinity,41 and ex-

41 To elaborate the exegesis made by S. Thomas of the chief texts especially of 
Pseudo Dionysius and S. Leo, indicated above in note (20), would be too much 
for a mere note. We content ourselves with the following citation from III, a. 47, 
a. 8 ad 2.: " Christus secundum quod Deus, tradidit semetipsum in mortem eadem 
voluntate et actione qua et Pater tradidit eum; sed in quantum homo, tradidit 
seipsum voluntate a Patre inspirata. Unde non est contrarietas in hoc quod Pater 
tradidit Christum et ipse tradidit semetipsum." 
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pressly held the exclusive personal presence of the Word to the 
sacred humanity. We shall then see the mind of the Angelic 
Doctor in regard to the mystery of the presence of the Word 
to the sacred humanity, a presence which rules out an exclusive 
divine efficie~cy of the Word; and in regard to the mystery of 
the hypostatic union, a mystery, which, we believe, includes 
the concept of a " pure formal actuation " of the sacred human­
ity by the Word alone. 

II. TnE MYSTERY oF THE PRESENCE oF THE WoRD. 

In concluding our discussion of the problem of the dynamism 
of the Word over the sacred humanity and the human activity 
of Jesus Christ, we were left with two basic questions, one con­
cerning the efficiency of the Word and the other concerning the 
formal causality of the Word over that humanity and that 
activity. Our search for a solution focussed on the mystery 
of the presence of the Word to the sacred humanity, and we 
placed at the head of our investigation the Thomistic concept 
of a positive communication of the Word to that humanity. 
To prepare the way for a solution to each part, we must now 
investigate three points which bring out the mystery of this 
presence: 

a) In what does this positive communication consist? 
b) How does the divine personality of the Word include the 

divine existence? 
c) How does it include the absolute divine subsistence? 

The positive communication of the Word 
St. Thomas has clearly described what the Hypostatic Union 

is not, and what it is. He has ruled out the idea of a union 
in natura/2 one that is essential or accidental, and he has in­
sisted that it be conceived as a substantial personal union.43 

This is merely an expression of the dogmatic teaching of 

•• Cf. Summa Theol., III, q. fl, aa. 1 and 6. 
•• Ibid., a. fl; a. 6, ad fl. 
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Ephesus and of Chalcedon on which he relies. But he goes 
further, and is at pains to fix the category of being into which 
this unique union falls. In the Tertia Pars, he asks: "whether 
the union of the human and divine nature is something 
created?" It is here that we shall see his concept of the Hypo­
static Union as a positive communication of the Word to the 
sacred humanity. St. Thomas is trying to find the real cate­
gory into which this real union falls, and his chief intention 
in the article is to profess that it is a relation and indeed a 
real relation: 

The union of which we are speaking is a relation which we con­
sider between the divine and the human nature, inasmuch as they 
come together in one Person of the Son of God. Now, as was said 
above, every relation which we consider between God and the 
creature is really in the creature, by whose change the_relation is 
brought into being; whereas it is not really in God, but only in 
our way of thinking, since it does not arise from any change in God. 
And hence we must say that the union of which we are speaking 
is not really in God, but only in our way of thinking; but in the 
human nature, which is a creature, it is really. Therefore we must 
say it is something created.44 

To get to the full meaning of this text, we must read it in 
the light of two parallel passages in the Commentary on the 
Sentences. It is there that the Angelic Dictor expressly assumes 
the doctrine of Aristotle on the foundation of a real relation, 
and applies it to the real :relation in question. 

In the Third Book of Sentences, dist. 5, q. I, art. I, qa. I, St. 
Thomas states a dual foundation for any relation, either quan­
tity or what reduces to it, or action and passion.45 This is 

"Ibid., a. 7.: "Unio de qua loquimur est relatio quaedam quae consideratur 
inter divin&m naturam et humanam, secundum quod conveniunt in una Persona 
Filii Dei. 

" Sicut autem in prima parte dictum est, omnis relatio, quae consideratur inter 
Deum, et creaturam, realiter quidem est in creatura, per cuius mutationem talis 
relatio innascitur; non autem est realiter in Deo, sed secundum rationem tantum; in 
humana autem natura quae creatura quaedam est, realiter est." 

45 Cf. III Sent., loc. cit. " Omnis autem relatio, secundum Philosophum, funda­
tur vel supra quantitatem, aut quod reduciter ad genus quantitatis, aut supra 
actionem et passionem." 
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taken from the Fifth Book of Aristotle's Metaphysics, cp. 15, 
1020b 26-82/6 and is explained by St. Thomas both here and in 
his commentary on the Metaphysics. His meaning in both 
places is that some relations immediately follow from action 
and passion/7 while others follow immediately from a certain 
unity, which reduces to quantity under a certain aspect.48 This 
unity may be threefold: it may be identity, which is unity in 
substance, or equality, which is unity in quantity, or likeness, 
which is unity in quality.49 Although some action is always 
required to establish this unity (which may therefore be called 
a unitive action) , these relations do not follow immediately 
from the action but from the unity which the action establishes. 
We are faced therefore with three realities: a unitive or unifying 
action, a unity which is the foundation of the relation, and a 
relation of union. The foundation of this relation, co-existent 
with the relation, is something real which does not belong to the 
category of relation. 

St. Thomas then goes on to· distinguish the movement which 
is at the root of every relation, whether it belong to the first or 
second group. This movement may be in one term, or it may 
be in both. If it is in both, it will, differently for each group of 
relations, give rise to a real relation in each term, to a real 
mutual relation. If it is in one only, then this term will depend 
on the other while the other does not depend on it, and there 
will be a real relation in the depending term, and a relation of 
reason in the term on which it depends.50 

His next step is to apply this doctrine to the Hypostatic 
Union. Here he will see first the unifying or unitive action 
which brings about the Incarnation. Next he will insist that 

•• Cf. St. Thomas' commentary on the Metaphysics, I. 17, n. 1001-1005. 
"In Metaphys. n. 100~. 
•• Cf. Ill Sent. loc. cit.: " Unum autem reducitur ad genus quantitatis quasi 

principium quantitatis discretae." 
•• Ibid., " Et supra ipsam fundatur identitas, secundum quod est unum in 

substantia;-aequalitas, secundum quod est unum in quautitate;-si.militudo, se­
cundum quod est unum in qualitate." 

50 Ibid., " . . quaedam innascuntur ex motu utriusque; . . . quaedam autem 
innascuntur ex motu unius sine immutatione alterius . . ." 
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there can be no change or movement in the divine nature, 
which is immutable, but only in the human nature. He will go 
on to posit a drawing, or a traction in the human nature, 
towards unity in the divine Person. And finally he will speak of 
the relation thus engendered, which is real in the humanity 
thus drawn and united, and a relation of reason in the divine 
nature to which it is drawn and united.51 

The same teaching, based on the same triple real distinction 
between -unifying action, unity, and union, may be seen re­
peated in the Third Book of Sentences, dist. 2, q. 2, art.~' qa. 3, 
ad 3, where he writes: 

It is necessary that there be a union mediate between the human 
and divine nature, not as a cause but as an effect following the 
conjunction of the natures. For, as the Commentator says in the 
XII Metaphysics, it is the nature of relation that it have a cause 
in the other genera of being since it has the least of the nature 
of being. 

This text is valuable, because it expressly names the unity 
of which we have spoken a " conjunction," and because it ex­
pressly gives this unity or conjunction priority in nature to the 
relation of union, in so far as it is its cause; the relation of 
union follows as a real effect. 

It is the same teaching that we read a little further on in the 
same quaestiuncula: 

. . . although relation per se does not terminate motion, because 
there is no motion to ad aliquid, as is proven in the V Metaphys. 
. . . nevertheless because motion terminates per se at some being, 
of necessity there follows some relation. Just as, because the motion 
of alteration terminates at whiteness, there follows a relation of 
similarity to all white things; and in like manner, since the motion 
of generation terminates at form, there follows the relation accord­
ing to which matter is said to be under form; so also from this that 
the motion of the assumption of human nature terminates at the 
person, there follows this relation which is called union. Whence, 

61 Ibid., " Cum igitur in incamatione non sit aliqua mutatio facta in natura divina, 
sed in humana quae tracta est ad unitatem in persona divina, erit haec relatio, 
scilicet unio, secundum rem in natura humana, in divina autem secundum rationem 
tantum ... " 
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union is a mean, not as causing the assumption, but rather follow­
ing it; just as was said above, water is means in act between two 
wet things that are touching.52 

Let us now return to the text of the Tertia Pars. We believe 
that its sober formula is nothing more or less than a clear state­
ment of this same teaching: " Union .... is a relation which we 
consider between the divine and the human nature inasmuch as 
they come together in one Person of the Son of God." 53 

We believe that St. Thomas is distinguishing two senses of a 
relation, namely union and the unity on which it is founded, 
and we believe that in the case of the Mystery of the Hypo­
static Union which he here treats, they differ more widely than 
heaven and earth.54 The union taken as a relation simply is 
placed between the assumed nature and the divine Person of 
the Word, and is in the real category of relation, and is some­
thing created. The union, however, taken not simply as a rela­
tion, but as a unity and a conjunction of the assumed nature 
in the divine Person of the Word, is the divine unity of the 
Eternal Word, infinite and uncreated, which is given to the 

•• HI Sent., d. !l, q. 2, a. 2, qcla. 8: " ... quamvis relatio per se non terminet 
motum, quia in "ad aliquid" non est motus, ut dicitur V Metaphys., tamen ex 
hoc quod motus per se terminatur ad aliquid ens de necessitate consequitur relatio 
aliqua. Sicut ex hoc quod motus alterationis terminatur ad albedinem, consequitur 
relatio similitudinis ad omnia alba; similiter etiam, ex hoc quod motus generationis 
terminatur ad formam, consequitur haec relatio secundum quam materia esse sub 
forma dicitur. Ita etiam ex hoc quod motus assumptionis naturae humanae termi­
natur ad personam, consequitur haec relatio quae unio dicitur. Unde unio medium 
est, non sicut assumptionem causans, sed potius earn consequens; sicut etiam aqua 
est medium in tactu, ex hoc quod tangentia sunt humectata." 

•• Summa Theol., III, q. it!, a. 7: "Unio ... est relatio quaedam quae consideratur 
inter divinam naturam et humanam, secundum quod conveniunt in una Persona 
Filii Dei." 

•• Cf. Cajetan commenting on Summa Theol., III, q. it!, a. 7, n. III: "In hoc 
articulo cautissime adverte distinctionem praedictum de unione: vel quantum ad 
relationem, quam significat; vel quantum ad coniunctionem in persona, ad quam 
consequitur. Quoniam plus differunt haec duo quam caelum et terra. Unio enim 
pro relatione est in genere relationis, et est ens reale creatum, ut in littera dicitur. 
Unio autem pro coniunctione naturae humanae in persona divina, cum consistat in 
unitate quae est inter naturam humanam et personam Filii Dei, est in genere seu 
ordine substantiae: et non est aliquid creatum, sed Creator." 
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sacred assumed humanity by divine omnipotence; the 'Vord 
and the assumed humanity are one and identical in this divine 
personal unity, which belongs to no created category since it is 
divine. Christ is God. These two senses of the Hypostatic 
Union, distinguished in this text, are not disparate, but are 
intimately connected, in so far as the relation of union follows 
the conjunction in personal identity and is explained by it. It is 
the simple statement of our Doctor: "The union of which we 
are speaking . . . is a relation . . . between the divine and 
the human nature ... inasmuch as they come together in one 
Person of the Son of God." 55 We can sum all up in Cajetan's 
phrase: " In a word, the union of natures in Christ is a created 
relation, that is, following their personal uncreated unity." 56 

Formally, the hypostatic union consists in the real relation 
of union to the Divine Person of the Word, a relation of 
dependence on the Word, and a relation of presence to the 
'Word; but fundamentally, it consists in the personal conjunc­
tion, unity or identity of the sacred humanity to the Divine 
Person of the Word. It is this identity which ultimately pro­
vides the key to the whole union, dependence and presence; 
it is it alone which ultimately explains how the union is " of 
an order most elevated above the common supernatural order," 
as the Salmanticenses put it; 57 and it is it alone which ulti­
mately explains how the Word, with all the fullness of the 
divinity, dwells in the humanity He has assumed.58 

This, for St. Thomas, is the concept of the positive communi­
cation of the Word to the sacred humanity. As is clear from om 
layout of our problem, it must be the guiding principle of our 
inquiry concerning an efficient or a formal causality exerted by 
the Word in the hypostatic union. 

55 Summa Theol., loc. cit., " Unio de qua loquimur . . . est relatio quaedam 
. . . inter divinam naturam et humanam . . . secundum quod convenient in una 
Persona Filii Dei." 

•• Cajetan, loc. cit.: "Est igitur ut in unico verbo dicatur, unio naturarum in 
Christo relatio creata quaedam, hoc est, consequens earundem unitatem personalem 
increatam." 

57 Cursus Theologicus, tr. xvi, disp. !i!, n. 22, ed. Pauli Monti, Parmae, 1725, p. 207. 
•• Cf. Haurietis Aquas, cited in n. 86. 
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The divine personality of the Word and the divine existence. 

So far we have established the basic concept of identity of 
the sacred humanity with the Word in the order of personality 
and the whole fullness of the Godhead. We must now ask 
under what formal aspect the sacred humanity is thus united 
and identified with the Word and the Godhead. Here we will 
see the premisses from which deductions will later be made 
concerning our precise problem of a causality of the Word in 
the Incarnation. 

There can be no doubt that neither the Father, nor the Holy 
Spirit, but the Person of the Word alone is incarnate.59 There 
can be no doubt also that the divinity itself, that is to say, the 
divine substance or divine nature, is incarnate.60 This is not 
to place two Incarnations, or two Unions, but one, for the 
divinity is incarnate in the Son,61 and the whole and entire 
divine nature is united to the sacred humanity in the Person 
of the Word.62 Thus there is only one termination of the hu­
manity, only one identity and union, which is the Hypostatic 
Union to the Word.63 

This union, however, is solely with the Divine Word and with 
the divine perfection which He is, as the Person of the assumed 
humanity.64 It is, therefore, a union formally in the line of the 
exclusive divine personality of the Word, as communicated and 
supplying the positive perfection of human personality in the 
assumed humanity. Materially, it is a union with all the divine 

•• Cf. the Profession of faith prescribed for the Waldenses by Innocent lll: 
" Incarnationem divinitatis non in Patre, neque in Spiritu Sancto, factam, sed in 
Filio tantum, corde credimus et ore confitemur." (Denz. n. 422; PL 215, col. 1511). 

6° Cf. Concilium Rhemense: "Credimus (et confitemur) ipsam divinitatem, sive 
naturam dicas, incarnatam esse sed in Filio." (Denz. n. 392; Mansi, 21, col. 713) . 

01 cr. the sources cited in nn. 59-60. 
•• Cf. S~tmma Theol., III, q. 3, a. 4: "Sicut dicimus personam Filii incarnatam, 

ita et naturam: ' Tota enim divina natura in una suarum hypostasum incarnata 
est,' ut dicit Damascenus inS lib." For St. John Damascene Cf. De Fide Orthodoxa, 
lib. lll, c. 6; PG 94, col. 1003. 

•• Cf. John of St. Thomas, CurBUS Theologicus, in IIIam partem, l. c., q. 2, 
disp. 6, art. 2, n. 5, n. 8. 

•• Ibid. 
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substance and perfection, which are materially united with the 
Divine Person of the Word. 

Neither the concept of a formal union with the divine per­
sonality of the Word, nor that of a material union with the 
divine perfection which is one with cause great difficulty to 
the theologian. They are simply an expression of the central 
mystery of the Incarnation, and an elaboration of the values of 
the definition of Chalcedon: they remain mysterious, but they 
involve no special theological difficulty beyond the fundamental 
explanations of the mystery itself. 

Many theologians, however, and with them the majority of 
the commentators on St. Thomas, have asserted that in the 
Hypostatic Union there is also a formal union of the sacred 
humanity to the divine existence, their reason being. that such 
a union is implied in the idea of a formal union with the divine 
personality of the Word.65 This concept is later used as a 
premiss by some who maintain an exclusive efficiency of 
Word in the Incarnation. 

It brings however, a difficulty concerning the 
of the Three Divine Persons. The divine existence is one and 
common to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit: how then 
can it be formally communicated to the sacred humanity, 
out the Three Divine Persons being formally communicated to 
that humanity? In answer, those who maintain such a formal 
union of the divine existence to Christ's humanity, in the place 
of any human connatural existence, propose a distinction. They 
state two formal aspects under which the one and same divine 
existence may be considered: either in so far as it belongs to 
the divine nature, or so far as it belongs to the divine Person 
of the Word. They insist that these two aspects are formally 
different. 

The concepts of divine nature and divine person are analo­
gous applications to the deity of the notions of nature and 
person in general. human things nature signifies formally 
the principle by which a thing is specifically such, by which it 

65 Cf. Cajetan, op. cit., IU, q. 17, a. ~. 
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is intelligible, and by which it operates.66 When we apply this 
to divine things, we say that the divine nature, precisely and 
formally as a nature, is that real principle by which the divine 
reality is divine in its specific character, in its intelligibility, and 
in its power to operate. We know, too, that for St. Thomas, the 
note which primarily and principally distinguishes the divine 
nature from every other nature, is that the divine essence is 
identical with its own divine existence.67 Therefore, we can 
validly say that the divine existence itself, the divine act of 
standing extra causas, formally belongs to the divine nature, 
or to that divine principle by which the divine being is divine. 

Moreover, in human things, we say that a person is formally 
not the principle by which a thing is specifically such, and in­
telligible and able to operate, but something distinct in human 
nature, something properly susceptive of its own existence.68 

Person therefore signifies formally the nature as distinct and 
susceptive of its own existence, and in a secondary way, it 
formally signifies the proper existence of that nature as the 
essential term of reference of the person.69 In the notion of 
person, therefore, personality is immediately and formally signi­
fied, and existence, that is, proper and substantial existence, is 
secondarily and indirectly, but still formally, signified: the 
former as the formal constitutive of the person, the latter, as 
the extrinsic term necessarily and essentially connotated. 

When we apply this notion of person analogously to divine 
realities, we must say that a divine person does not signify 
formally the divine principle by which the deity is divine, but 
something distinct in the divine nature itself, something stand-

66 Cf. St. Thomas, In Vll Metapltys., 1032a, 12, lect. 6, n. 1381. 
67 Cf. Summa Tlteol., I, q. S, a. 4; q. IS, a. 11. 
•• Ibid., I, q. 29, a. S, "Persona est quid subsistens in rationali natura," and the 

discussion of Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange, De Christo Salvatore (Torino: 1945), pp. 87 fl'. 
•• We do not defend in this essay any determined opinion on the formal con­

stitutive of personality, beyond that common to thomism. We hold then that 
it is a positive perfection distinct from the individual substantial nature, and that 
it is either that nature as connotating and related actually to its proper existence 
(Capreolus as interpreted by recent authors) or a substantial mode superadded 
to the nature as a "terminus ut sic purus" which founds this connotation. (Cajetan 
and the main line of thomist tradition.) 
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ing in its own right as a divine reality.10 Each of the Three 
Divine Persons, then, precisely and formally as a person, signifies 
formally and directly that distinct subsistence which is its own 
distinct personality. Yet it signifies also-and again formally­
the divine existence itself as the divine act towards which its 
distinctness and its standing in its own right are oriented, not 
indeed as a determinant of itself, but as a concomitant to the 
full formal notion of being a distinct divine thing. The divine 
existence then must pertain to the formal integral notion of 
each of the Three Divine Persons. The fact that each of these 
three Persons has its own distinct personality and subsistence, 
and yet shares with the other Two the one common divine 
existence, is simply the sacred enigma of the Mystery of the 
Blessed Trinity. 

There are then, two formal aspects under which the one 
divine existence may be considered: as it formally belongs to 
the divine nature, and as it formally belongs to the divine 
person of the Father, Son, or Holy Spirit. In the Incarnation, 
when we speak of the divine existence being formally and prop­
erly communicated to the sacred humanity, we can consider 
it in two ways: either as it formally belongs to the divine 
nature, and then we would have a union to achieve a common 
divine-human nature, which is Monophysitism; or as it formally 
belongs to the Divine Person of the Word, as a formal con­
comitant to the integral notion of " person " as applied to the 
Word, as given to the sacred humanity in, with, and through 
the Word itself-and then we would remain strictly within the 
limits of a union to achieve full oneness of person between the 
Word and the sacred humanity. This latter is the concept of 
the positive communication of the Word to the sacred hu­
manity in the line of existence. It is the teaching of many of 
the classic commentators on St. Thomas after Cajetan.11 It 

•• Just as person is general is "quid subsistens in rationali natura," so person 
analogously applied to divine realities signifies "quid subsistens in divina natura." 

71 The classic commmentators from Cajetan to Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange in an 
unbroken line support the theory of a unique divine existence in Christ. In the 
past decade this view has been subject to much criticism; the articles of Dom 
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appears also as the clear sense of St. Thomas himself, both in 
the commentary on the Sentences, and in the Tertia Pars. In 
the first work, he makes the objection: 

There is one existence of the Son of God and of the Father; if, there­
fore, there is one existence of this man and of the Son of God, there 
will be one existence of this man and of God the Father. But there 
is no greater union than that by which things are one in existence. 
Therefore humanity is united to God the Father.72 

And he replies: 

It is different with God, and with all other things. Because in God 
nature is subsisting; whence existence belongs to it secundum se: 
indeed it is its own subsisting existence; and therefore the existence 
of the nature is the existence of the person; and yet person and 
nature differ in reason. Although, therefore, there is one existence, 
yet it can be considered either as it is of the nature, and thus hu­
manity is not united in divine existence; whence it is not united to 
the Father; or it can be considered as it is the existence of the 
person, and so it is united in divine existence.73 

The teaching of the Summa appears to rely on the same 
distinction: 

It would seem that the union of the Incarnate Word did not take 
place in the person. For the Person of God is not distinct from His 
Nature. If, therefore, the union did not take place in the nature, 
it follows that it did not take place in the person . 

. . . although in God, Nature and Person are not really distinct, 

Diepen, 0. S. R, in Revue Thamiste represent its most extensive and penetrating 
form. We shall later discuss his thought, although the scope of our essay does not 
require us to express our mind on this precise point. 

•• Cf. III Sent., d; 6, q. ~. a. ~: "Unum est esse Filii Dei et Patris, si ergo unum 
esse est huius hominis et Filii Dei, unum erit esse huius hominis et Dei Patris. 
Sed nulla est maior unio quam ea quae est aliquorum secundum esse unum. Ergo 
humanitas est unita Deo Patri." 

78 Ibid.: " . . . aliud est de Deo et de aliis omnibus rebus. Quia in Deo essentia 
subsistens est; unde sibi secundum se debetur esse; immo ipsa est suum esse sub­
sistens; unde essentia a persona non difl'ert secundum rem; et ideo esse essentiae est 
etiam esse personae; et tamen persona et essentia ratione difl'erunt. Quamvis igitur 
unum sit esse, tamen potest considerari vel prout est essentiae, et sic non unitur 
humanitas in esse divino; unde non unitur Patri; vel potest considerari secundum 
quod est esse personae, et sic unitur in esse Divino." 
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yet they have distinct meanings, as was said above, inasmuch as 
person signifies after the manner of something subsisting" And be­
cause human nature is united to the Word, so that the Word sub­
sists in it, and not so that His nature :receives therefrom any addi­
tion or change, it follows that the union of human nature to the 
Word of God took place in the person and not in the nature"74 

In outlining this thesis, we have not intended to embrace it 
or to present for it arguments which might be definitive in the 
light of actual controversy among Thomists" Fully aware of 
the discussions still going on among commentators on SL 
Thomas, we have wished to give the dear basis of this view, 
from which arguments vital to ou:r direct purpose in this essay 
depart. We believe that its correct understanding, as the view 
of the many Thomist authors who hold it, is vital to our 
remarks concerning extensive applications of it to the divine 
efficiency; and we believe that its key lies in the dual formal 
signification of the divine existence, either as pertaining to the 
divine nature, or as pertaining to the divine person of the Word" 

The divine personality of 
subsistence" 

and the absolute divine 

Though they may dispute about a formal communication of 
the Word to the assumed humanity in the line of existence, 
Thomists will be in accord in assigning such a formal com­
munication in the line of personality itself" But when we ask 
what constitutes formally and primarily the divine personality 
of the Word, we ask a difficult question and we find even 
Thomist authorities divided" It will be necessary to outline 
these divergences of interpretation if we are to understand later 
their application to our direct problems" 

74 Cf. Summa Theol., III, q. ~' a. 2, ad. 2: "Videtur quod unio Verbi Incarnati 
non sit facta in persona. Persona enim Dei non est aliud a natura ipsius " " " Si 
ergo unio non est facta in natura, sequitur quod non sit facta in persona " " . 

" . . " licet in Deo non sit aliud secundum rem natura et persona; di:ffert 
tamen secundum modum significandi, sicut dictum est; quia persona significat per 
modum subsistentis. Et quia natura humana sic unitur Verbo, ut Verbum in elll 
subsistat, non autem ut aliquid addatur ei ad rationem suae naturae, vel ut eius 
natura in aliqud transmutetur; et ideo unio humane naturae ad Verbum Dei facta 
est in persona, non in natma!' 
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We must first introduce a term: " absolute divine sub­
sistence." Thomists commonly admit such a subsistence in God 
besides the relative subsistences or the relative personalities of 
the Three Divine Persons. It signifies a substantial divine 
perfection, a totality, and a completeness of the divine reality, 
but it does not signify that perfection, totality complete­
ness as incommunicable with the ultimate incommunicability 
of a person. A problem therefore arises, how does this absolute 
divine subsistence enter into the constitution of the divine rela­
tive subsistence and personality of each of the Three Divine 
Persons? That it is the radical explanation of these personali­
ties, is dear; but the difficulty comes precisely from the view 
of many Thomists that it is the precise formal constituent of 
these personalities. 

others who place the formal constitutive human 
existence itself, say that relative subsistence 

divine relations is constituted formally and 
absolute divine subsistence, not indeed as 

hardly leave a persons-but as 
possessed contained by the divine relation itsel£.75 For 

too the absolute divine subsistence which thus constitutes 
personalities, is none other than the divine existence.76 

Many Thomists, who differ from Billot on the formal 
constitutive of created personality, at least according to au­
thenticated modern research,71 none the less retain a similar 
manner of speaking in determining the divine personalities of 

They sustain divine absolute subsistence 
is the whole reason of the subsistence of the divine relation, 

75 Cf. Billot, De Verba lncarnato (Romae: 19~7), Thesis xi, p. 177 sqq. 
76 Ibid. This follows from his concept of the formal constitutive of created 

personality, which is placed in the act of existence Cf. op. cit., p. 139. 
17 Cf. F. P. Muniz, 0. P., "El constitutivo formal de Ia persona creada en la 

tradicion tomista," in Ciencia Tomista, 70 (1945), pp. 5-89. G. Fraile, 0. P., 
Ciencia Tomista 67 (1944), pp. 129-199; R. Verardo, 0. P. in Divus Thomas 
(Piacenza) 52 (1949), pp. 228 sqq. The import of these and other studies is that 
the formal constitutive of personality in Capreolus (and the pre-Cajetan thomists) 
is expressed by a real connotation of proper existence in the substantial nature, 
by which it supports and holds that existence; not the act of existence itself. 



THE HUMAN ACTIVITY OF THE WORD 189 

but that the relative opposition of the :relations one to the 
other is the whole reason of their distinctness: so that the very 
relativity of the subsisting relation is no more than a necessary 
condition of its distinction from its relative opposite, and the 
relation really and properly subsists by the absolute divine 
subsistence.78 

Many other Thomists, largely after Cajetan, do not adopt 
this expression.79 They say that the divine relation subsists 
precisely and formally, not by the common and absolute divine 
subsistence, but by itself formally, in so far as it is a divine 
relation. Through the divine nature and through its absolute 
subsistence the divine relation has its own subsistence radically 
but not formally; on the contrary, it itself vindicates to itself its 
own subsistence in so far as it is a divine relation; that is, in so 
far as it is a real divine relativity, it is a primary relative 
reality, and a primary :relative personal reality. Thus the for­
mal constituent of the divine relative personality is the divine 
relativity itself, not simply as a relativity, not simply as divine, 
but as a divine relativity.80 

If then, we say that that there is a positive communication of 
the 'VVord to the assumed humanity in the formal line of person­
ality, then we must accurately determine the exact proper part 
of the Word, and the exact part of the common divine sub­
sistence, in this communication. Neither Billot, nor the early 
Thomists, nor Cajetan would contemplate any communication 
other than of the Word and in the Word alone.81 But their 
explanations of what is the divine personality of the Word, can 
in each case lead to difficulty concerning the mode of this 
communication. 

78 For a summary of these opinions Cf. A. Michel, in Dictionnaire de Theologie 
Catholique, VII, coli. 159tO-l59t2, and Dictionnaire de Theologie Catholique, XV, 

coli. 1814 sq. 
79 Cf. Cajetan, in I, q. 40, a. 4, nn. 9-10. 
80 Ibid., n. 9: " ... Et sic relatio ilia, non inquantum relatio (quia sic conveniret 

omni relationi) sed in quantum illa, idest, in quantum res relativa hypostatica et 
prima, constituit personam. . . ." 

81 It is clear that theological explanation always follows and accepts the teaching 
of the founts of divine revelation, proposed by the Magisterium. 
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Billot and the early Thomists would invoke a formal com­
munication in the line of the absolute divine subsistence. To 
the objection that this involves a communication of the com­
mon divine essence and hence of the Three Persons, they 
invoke the distinction outlined above concerning the divine 
existence itself: the absolute subsistence has a dual formal 
aspect, as pertaining to the divine nature, and as pertaining to 
each of the three Persons" It is in the second way that they 
ascribe it to the sacred humanity in the positive communication 
of the hypostatic union. 

however, has little need of this distinction, because 
contemplates a positive communication of the proper dis-

tinct subsistence of the formally and directly to 
sacred humanity" If he posits at a formal communication in 
the line the absolute subsistence, then he make use 

same distinction, between the absolute subsistence as com­
mon and belonging to the divine nature, and the absolute sub­
sistence as belonging formally to divine relative subsistence 
as rooL 

At first sight it would seem any difficulty here is merely 
an extension the difficulty of which we have spoken already 
concerning divine existence, is solved every group of 
Thomists with essentially the same distinction. However, there 
are grounds for thinking that the difficulty here is deeper, pre­
cisely because of the explanation of Billot and of the early 
Thomists" 

consideration the subsistence as common and 
belonging to the Three Persons, seems to be a consideration of 
it as it is in itself. We add to this as a distinct formal consider­
ation, the consideration of it as pertaining to distinct 
Person of the Word. But the view of BiHot and the early 
Thomists, subsistence, precisely according to it is 

itself, constitutes the distinct subsistence the Word which 
is its personality" Is it valid then to say that the consideration 
of it as it is itself, formally differs from the consideration of 
it as it pertains to the Person of the Word? This difficulty 
seems to be perfectly evaded by Cajetan; the two views 
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seem open to iL Hence we may suspect that there could be 
here the root of a divergence later in extending the view of a 
positive communication of the divine absolute subsistence to 
a positive communication of the divine efficient premotion. 

There is, however, a reply to the difficulty. It consists in 
making dear what is meant by the absolute divine subsistence. 
The early Thomists look on this as something prescjnding from 
aU determined pertinence either to the divine nature as com­
mon, or to the divine relations as distinct. They know of the 
Three Divine Persons from divine faith; and they accept as an 
explanation of sacred theology to this question the iden­
tification the Three Divine Persons with the three and 
distinct relations.82 They have then, two distinct points 
reference to which to refer their indeterminate concepts 
divine absolute subsistence: either to divine nature con­
ceived as common, or to the divine relation conceived as dis­
tinct. Thus the common general notions of nature and person 

to divine things appear to be the points of 
a 

tence, and the difficulty seems to be solved. 
A parallel response could be made for those who 

identify absolute subsistence the 
ence. Again, a dual formal consideration would remain. 

The is that we can take as common Thomist n~r'"'~"' 
the satisfactory explanation of the divine and 

absolute subsistence are communicated 
to the sacred can go on to use as the 
starting point of a possible extension to a communication of 
the divine efficiency in the alone. 

Before we do so, we must sound one note of warning. 
Despite all difficulties which could be raised, Thomist authors, 
whatever their explanations, united insisting 
that the dual formal consideration of existence 
divine absolute subsistence is the conditio qua non of any 

82 Again, what is clear and common ground among theologians is assumed and 
accepted before particular theories which attemot to probe it further. 
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communication of them to the sacred humanity in and through 
any one single Divine Person. VVc must therefore take as a 
major premiss for the possible extension to the communication 
of the divine reality under any other formal aspect, to the 
sacred humanity in and through the Word alone, that no such 
perfection canbe so communicated unless it too bears the same 
dual formal consideration. We must find in any such perfection 
under discussion a true pertinence to the Word, and to the 
Word alone. It is distinctly possible that a false extension from 
these premisses could be made if the initial difficulties of the 
premisses themselves, and the basic explanations of the older 
authors, are not fully appreciated. 

We have now prepared the way for a direct discussion of 
the problem of the exclusive causality of the Word in the 
Incarnation. We can see in the light of the mind and principles 
of St. Thomas what the mystery of the presence of the Word 
to the sacred humanity involves; we can see its divine char­
acter, and its exclusive character. In this mystery of the 
presence of the Word, St. Thomas has done nothing more 
show us the harmony between the great mysteries of the Trinity 
and the Incarnation; a harmony he has seen so clearly because 
of his unqualified acceptance of each mystery-because he saw 
as far as he could what it meant for a human reality to be the 
Person of the Son of God, because he saw, again pro modulo 
humano, what it meant for Three distinct subsisting divine 
Persons to be One in the unity of the same divine nature. 

From this mystery of the presence of the Word, St. Thomas 
has, we believe, excluded any idea of an exclusive efficiency of 
the Word. After resuming his teaching on this point, it will 
now be our task to complete his picture of this presence, by 
finding the ultimate reason which excludes from it this exclu­
sive efficiency. 

No exclusive infiuence: the teaching of St. Thomas. 

We may now resume the direct teaching of Saint Thomas on 
the divine efficiency common to the Three Divine Persons. 
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The Angelic Doctor insists that every divine influence ad 
extra always comes from the divine essence in so far as it is 
something absolute, as from its principium quo. In the Prima 
Pars the whole divine government and motion ad extra are 
reduced to the divine providence and ultimately to the divine 
will and science; these are clearly attributes of the divine 
essence in so far a.s it is absolute.83 

Further, St. Thomas teaches that every divine efficient influ­
ence ad extra comes not merely from the divine essence as 
absolute as from its principium quo, but from that essence as 
common to the Three Divine Persons. The principle governing 
St. Thomas' thought is none other than: Omnia sunt unum in 
divinis ubi non obviat relationis oppositio; he merely insists 
that where there is a question of the divine essence as absolute, 
such a relative opposition cannot exist.8 4, This doctrine is ex­
pressly applied to the human activity of the Word in the Tertia 
Pars.85 

Thirdly, St. Thomas goes on to teach that every divine 
efficient influence, belonging as it does to the divine essence as 
common as to its principium quo, belongs to the undivided 
Deity as to its principium quod. Thus he says that " the divine 
essence creates, governs and performs other functions of this 
kind." 86 and that the creative divine action " is the work of 
the divine essence, whence it is the work of the indistinct sup­
posit, inasmuch as essence signifies that which is, as by the 

•• Cf. Sutnma Theol., I, qq. 14, 19, ~~. ~5, passim. 
•• Cf. Ibid., q. 45, a. 6: " .• creare est proprie causare, sive producere esse rerum. 

Cum autem omue agens agat sibi simile, principium actionis considerari potest ex 
actionis effectu: ignis enim est, qui generat ignem. Et ideo creare convenit Deo 
secundum suum esse, quod est eius essentia, quae est communis tribus personis. 
Unde creare non est proprium alieni personae, sed commune toti Trinitati ... " 

•• We shall not attempt here the exegesis made by St. Thomas of the patristic 
texts (Cf. note 41) concerning the premoving efficiency over the sacred humanity. 
The conclusions of Cajetan, classic among thomists, express his mind: "Esse Re­
demptorem immediate est proprium Christi inquantum homo; ... Redemptio potest 
attribui toti Trinitati ut primae causae." (In III, q. 48, a. 5, n. 1.) 

•• Cf. I Sent., d. 5, q. I, a. 1: " ••• essentia divina creat, gubemat, et huius­
modi. •.. " 



194 KEVIN F. O'SHEA 

name " God." 87 The sense of this affirmation is neither that 
the divine essence and not the Three Divine Persons is the 
principium quod which acts ad extra, nor that the divine per­
sons as distinct from one another are this principle, but that 
the Three Persons, namely Father, Son and Holy Ghost, are 
this principle inasfar as they are identical with one common 
divine essence.88 

It cannot be doubted then that the Three Persons equally 
and with absolute indivision are the one divine principle which 
acts ad extra.89 

No exclusive efficiency: the basic reason of St. Thomas. 

The first two points we have outlined above from St. Thomas 
depend on his concept of efficient causality itself. This notion 
is well resumed by John of St. Thomas, when, in his Cursus 
Philosophicus, he says: 

Action as causality in the formality of causing is not a relation 
but something absolute in the predicament of action. 

Action formally is not the causality of an agent as it connotes 
motion or order to the patient, although it includes it as it is 
predicamental action; nor as it bespeaks becoming passively ac­
cepted on the part of the effect, but as it is the second act of the 

87 Ibid., d. 29, q. 1, a. 4, ad 2: " ... est opus suppositi indistincti, prout essentia 
significat id quod est, ut hoc nomine Deus." 

88 Cf. Billuart, De Deo Trino (Parisiis: I876), p. 528. Cf. also M. Cuervo, 0. P., 
in Ciencia Tomista, 82 (I955) pp. 105-I28. 

89 The Salmanticenses discuss the question, Tractatus Theologici, tom. iv, tract. 
xvi, disp. 2, dub. 2, n. I9 sq. They are argning against two theologians of little 
note, Carolus Franciscus Raconsi (Cf. Hurter, Nomenclator, tom. I, p. 408, not. I), 
and Antonius de Ia Parra (cf. Ibid., tom. 2, col. 9). The question is "an Verbum 
divinum praestet aliquem influxum activum specialem in hoc mysterium? " and 
they reply: " ... pritno ... virtus per quam praestaret talem iufluxum, non est 
absoluta, quia omne absolutum ·commune est tribus personis; nee relativa, tum quia 
relatio ad intra non est virtus proxima influxus activi, sed intellectus et voluntas: 
tum etiam quia relatio non constituit principium "quo, sed quod, operationis; ergo 
nequit esse virtus qua praestet talem influxum. Secunda: nam virtus per quam 
Deus proxime influit ad extra, est omnipotentia; ergo vel est eadem in Filio ac 
in Patre, vel non? Si est eadem ergo influxus est idem. Si est diversa, ergo suut 
tres omnipotentes" (n. 2I). 
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agent, which is the emanation itself or the becoming actively taken 
and according to the denomination " from." 90 

If then the efficient causality of an agent, formally as such, 
is something absolute, it follows that analogously the efficient 
causality of the divine Agent is something absolute, and hence 
is :reduced to the divine Essence as something absolute. If, too, 
active efficient causality denotes the second act of an agent, 
it follows that we may consider, all proportion guarded, the 
active divine efficiency ad extra as the second act of the divine 
Agent, which in God is nothing else than the unchangeable 
divine essence', or the divine essence as immutable and absolute. 
If, again, this causality denotes the second act o:f an agent 
according to the denomination " from," it follows that the 
divine efficiency is not only ascribed to the divine essence as 
absolute, but also that it is ascribed to it precisely in the 
denomination " from," that is, as to the principle from which, 
(quo) , it comes. This is the basic reason for St. Thomas' 
teaching on the unity of the principle quo of the divine 
action ad extra. 

The third point we made above from St. Thomas, namely 
that this divine action must also be ascribed to the common 
divine essence as its principle quod, the principle which pro­
duces it, and so cannot pertain to a distinct peroon to the 
exclusion of the others, demands close investigation. From 
what we have written concerning the divine existence and the 
divine absolute subsistence, it is clear that this divine action, 
and indeed the divine essence formally as its principium quo, 
could in truth belong to a distinct person in this way, provided 
it po;;sessed a twofold formal consideration: one as belonging 
to the divine essence in itself as common, and another as be-

9° Cf. John of St. Thomas, Cursus Philosophicus, Philosophia Naturalis. (ed. 
Reiser) tom. ii, pp. 264-265. "Actio ut causalitas formalitate causandi non est 
relatio sed aliquid absolutum, de p:raedicamento actionis .... Actio non est for­
malite:r causalitas agentis, secundum quod connotat motum, seu ordinem &~d passum, 
licet illud includat, ut est actio praedicamentalis, neque ut dicit fieri ex parte 
e:ffectus, passive acceptum, sed ut dicit actum secundum ipsius agentis, qui est 
ipsa emanatio seu fieri active, et secundum denominationem 'ab '." 
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longing to the formal constitution of that divine Person. Hence 
to penetrate into St. Thomas' negative attitude here, we must 
show how and why such a twofold formal consideration is 
impossible; we must see the reason why it cannot formally 
pertain to the formal constitution of the Divine Persons. 

\'Ve think the reason lies in the analogous application of the 
universal concept of personality to divine order. The mind 
of all Thomist tradition is that action, efficient causality, indi­
cates a perfection beyond the fully consituted order of being. 
It is a perfection which does not belong to the constitution of 
a nature in that complete and perfect mode of substantiality 
which is personality; neither is it a perfection which places 
that nature in a perfect state of existence. Supposing a nature 
already complete in its species, personality, and existence, it 
perfects it in a further and additional way which is called 
accidental. It is the person which acts; but it is not by reason 
of the personality, but by reason of its nature, that operation 
may belong to it. By force of its nature the person has the 

to further perfection which is operation" 
as a person, by force of its personality, its potentiality is already 
fully actuated by the act of actual existence. This is what is 
meant when it is said thaf'it is a person which, properly speak­
ing, acts, but according to its nature and by reason of its 
nature.91 The person, fully achieved in its formal constitution 
already in the order of being, is the primum positum and the 
radical supposition of the further order of operation. 

When we speak, in divinis, of the divine absolute subsistence, 
or of the divine existence, as going to make up divine person­
ality in a formal way (either constitutively or integrally), we 
are always speaking within the order of being; we are preserv­
ing the analogy with created personality which is fully achieved 
formally in that order. ·But to suggest that the divine action 
ad extra, or the divine essence as its principle quo, could bear 
a twofold formal consideration, one as pertaining to the divine 
nature, and the other as pertaining to the formal make-up of 

"' Cf. Summa Theol., H, q. l!l, a. l, ad 4. 
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the distinct divine persons, is to move outside the order of being 
into the order of operation; it is no longer to preserve the 
fundamental analogy in speaking of divine personality itself. 

This, we think, is why Saint Thomas has constantly refused 
to speak of a divine action ad extra, a divine efficiency ad extra, 
which is proper and exclusive to one Divine Person. 

We feel that this conclusion will stand, no matter what 
division of thought among the followers of St. Thomas is pre­
ferred on the question of the constitution of the divine per­
sonalities. The restriction of the formal constitution of per­
sonality to the order of being is common to Thomism. 

We believe then that there is no efficient divine influence 
exclusive to the Word; we must now discuss the possibility of 
a formal influence exclusive to Him. 

III. THE CoNCEPT OF FoRMAL Ac'I'UATION BY THE WoRD. 

We must now ask whether or not we may speak of a true 
formal causality in the mysterious and hidden identity of the 
sacred humanity of Christ with the Divine Person of the Word. 
We must look into the wonderful conso1·tiu1n established be­
tween Christ's humanity and the Divine Word; we must in­
vestigate the way in which that humanity is perfected in 
becoming the humanity of the Word. 

A formal cause in the strict sense means intrinsic act deter­
mining and specifying material cause. Philosophers indicate 
two kinds of formal cause: the substantial form, which is the 
act of prime matter, and the accidental form, which is the act 
of second matter. In each case we have an act received into 
matter, into potency, and this act we call a form. Hence every 
act received into potency, even though it be neither substantial 
nor accidental form, may be called reductively a form, in so far 
as it participates something peculiar to a form. In this way 
existence, which is the act of essence, is called formal with 
respect to its essence. We find therefore a twofold element in 
formal causality: the element of perfectivity by intrinsic act 
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and perfection, and the element of Teception and limitation of 
this perfection by the thing it perfects. 92 

In the Mystery of the Incarnation, the divine Person of the 
Word can in no way be called the substantial form the sacred 
humanity; nor is He an accidental form :received into that 
humanity as in a subject: such ideas would be heretical.93 N o:r 
does the Personality of the Word come to the sacred humanity 
exactly as created personality comes to its intellectual nature; 
for created personality is in some way received and limited by 

nature; and the Divine Personality of the Word can neither 
be received nor limited, knowing neither limit or term in the 
perpetual eternity in which it always is. 

Thus it seems that there is no room for a formal causality on 
the part of the Word in the mystery of the Incarnation. 

Yet the opposite is true. And in attempting to grasp it, let 
us remember that we are dealing with the highest mysteries of 
Divine Revelation, and so we must not limited the 
lowly modes and categories of earthly things, must turn to 
extensive analogous amplifications of familiar concepts, 
a feeble attempt to explain in some way the deep things of God. 

Many commentators on Saint Thomas spoken of a 
causality Word over the humanity of Christ, 

present in that mysterious conjunction which the Word and 
the sacred humanity are one in the unity of Person. They 
speak a certain analogous mode of formal causality which 
is sublime and supereminent. This is the thought of Cajetan, 
Bannez, John of Saint Thomas, the Salmanticenses, Gonet and 
Billuart; it is echoed among more recent writers by Del Prado, 
Penido, Billot, Hugon, Michel, Garrigou-Lag:range, Daffara, 
Ramirez, Gillon, and Corvez.91 They propose this teaching as 

92 Cf. Gredt, 0. S. B., Elementa Philosophiae Aristotelico-Thomisticae. (F:riburgi: 
19~9), II, n. 751 sqq.; John of St. Thomas, Cursus Philosophicus, Philosophia 
Naturalis, q. XI, a. II, p. 233 sqq. 

•• Cf. Summa Theol., III, q. 2, a. 6. 
•• Cajetan, commenting on I, q. 12, a. ~. nn. 15-16, on III, q. 4, a. 2, and es­

pecially on III, q. 17, a. 2, n. 18 sqq. We have already cited the other :references in 
Note 25; to them we add the article of Pere L. B. Gillon, 0. P., in Dictionnaire de 
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a profound contemplation of the mystery of God in human 
flesh, entirely in accord with the thought of the Angelic Doctor. 

These authors speak of a sublime, supereminent, analogous 
mode of formal causality. In this mode, act or perfection is 
said to perfect something distinct and other than itself in such 
a way that it is in no way received by it; it is a pure perfec­
tivity. The act is said to perfect the thing it perfects, without 
depending on it in the exercise of its perfectivity; without, by 
the fact of its perfectivity, forming with it a third nature; 
without itself becoming more perfect by the fact that it per­
fects another. Hence this mode of formal cause retains every­
thing which belongs to the element of perfectivity in commonly 
conceived formal causality; while at the same time, it is entirely 
cut off and purified from everything which savours of imper­
fection in this causality. Hence authors term this mode of 
formal causality, "quasi-formal," 95 "reductively formal," 96 or 
" in some way formal," 97 to show that it does not preserve all 
the elements of common formal causality. It is also called pure 
actuation, simpliciter perfective formal causality, purely termi­
native formal cause, to show the height of purity and nobility 
which belongs to its way of perfecting; for it fulfills the offices 
of a formal cause in a higher way. There are then likenesses 
and unlikenesses between it and commonly conceived formal 

Tkeologie Catholique, XV(!), 1946, coli. 659-660, which does not treat directly of 
the Incarnation, but is most useful for the notion of pure formal actuation in St. 
Thomas. The principal citation from Cajetan deserves at least partial transcription: 
" Et quia humanitas Christi non est terminata propria personalitate, sed personali­
tate Verbi, ideo non convenit sibi actuari per existentiam. Et haec intellige, loquendo 
de actuare et actuari per modum inhaesionis. Nam si de actuare et actuari infra 
totam latitudinem suorum modorum sermo sit, non est remotum a philosophia divina 
Deum posse actuare rem creatam. In cuius signum, divinam essentiam esse actum 
cuiusque intellectus videntis ipsam, et theologi et philosophi · fatentur. Cum ergo 
naturam humanam in Christo ex divina personalitate et esse divino perfici fateamur, 
non est absonum fateri etiam, quod actuatur aliquo etiam modo per personalitatem 
et esse divinum. . ...... Et ex hac personalitate communicata humanitati Christi, 
perfecta est humanitas ilia multo plus quam quaecumque pars perficiatur per hoc 
quod advenit suo toti; acquisivit enim perfectionem infinitam, acquirendo per­
sonalitatem infinitam .... " (III, 17, ~. n. 18.) 

•• Cf. Billot, loc. cit. •• Michel, loc. cit. •• Cf. Ramirez, Zoe. cit. 
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causality; we can say that we are dealing with an analogous 
mode of formal cause. 

Our authors apply this notion of pure formal actuation to the 
function of the Word in the Incarnation; but first of all they 
show how it is applicable to the Deity itself. 

Our minds can distinguish the concept of purely " per­
fecting," from the concept of "being received," which always 
accompanies formal perfecting as we are accustomed to it in 
the natural order. To have a concrete case of pure perfectivity, 
of pure formal actuation, without any mixture of reception, our 
minds demand that the form of act or perfection concerned be 
absolutely and utterly perfect; further, that this form be so 
perfect that it can be neither added to, nor taken from, by 
being communicated to something else. Clearly, this perfection 
can only exist in the Pure Act which is God. We can see then 
the real non-impossibility of this mode of pure formal actuation 
without any mixture of reception and dependence, if, by a 
divine miracle, God Himself were to become immediately 
present with His infinite perfection to something distinct from 
and other than Himself, precisely as that thing's perfection. 
This would in no way be repugnant to God, but would befit 
Him in the highest degree in so far as He is the highest per­
fection; nor would it be a violation of the nature of the thing 
perfected, but a mystery of unspeakable dignity and elevation. 

In the Hypostatic Union, the Divine Personality ofthe Word 
by which the humanity of Christ subsists, is that Pure Act 
which alone can perfect by such a pure formal actuation. In 
this union, although the Word is conjoined and communicated 
to this humanity in an ineffable personal unity, It is in no way 
received or limited, It is in no way restricted and It does not 
inhere. On the one hand It leaves the sacred humanity inte­
grally perfect as a nature and distinct and other from Its divine 
self as a nature. On the other hand, It confers on it that 
firmness, consistence, ontological completeness and standing 
which the positive perfection of personality implies. The won­
derful intimacy of the hypostatic union, or rather the very 
identity of the humanity of Christ with the Word in indistinct 
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personality, implies then a mode of perfecting on the part of 
the Word, by which the Word, with the infinite perfection of 
Its own divine personality, is immediately present to the as­
sumed humanity and totally communicates Itself to that 
humanity in the line of personality, leaving it at the same time 
perfectly distinct and wholly integral as a nature, and not 
Itself suffering any detriment by Its coming. This way of 
perfecting is called by our authors a true mode of formal 
causality; it is a pure formal actuation.98 

This view and this approach to the Incarnation may be illu­
strated by the likewise mysterious union of the blessed intellect 
with the divine essence in glory.99 The divine essence, which 
the glorified intellect sees, is Pure Act. By the beatific vision, 
this divine essence is joined to the glorified intellect by an 
immediate presence in the intentional and intelligible order; it 
replaces the intelligible species and the created verburn or term 
of the vision; and so it is united to the mind in order to be its 
positive perfection. It is not received as in a subjective potency; 
it knows neither loss, nor mixture, nor limitation; but it comes 
to the glorified mind to illustrate, determine, and perfect it 
in an entirely pure way. It perfects the mind by a pure formal 
actuation which is true formal causality. 

Other examples, more concrete indeed, and therefore less apt 
to express what must always remain mysterous, have been 
proposed by our authors. They speak of the way the apex of 
a pyramid terminates any line drawn on the surface of the 
pyramid towards it; of light radiating through a transparent 
medium; and of the ecstasy of the human soul, both in natural 
rapture, and especially in mystical transforming union with 
God.100 Just as the apex of the pyramid seems to perfect any 

•• We have not found the phrase "pure formal actuation " as such in the authors 
from whom we have worked. It seems however to express concisely the essence of 
their concept: an actuation which belongs to formal causality, and which is purified 
of all imperfection. 

•• Cf. especially John of St. Thomas, Del Prado, and Ramirez, locis citatis. 
10° For these metaphors-admittedly deficient-d. Garrigou-Lagrange, loc. cit. 

There is perhaps a hint of the metaphor of the transparent medium of St. Thomas, 
IV Sent., d. 49, q. 2, a. 1. and De Verit., q. 8, a. I. 


