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[

does not destroy but rather presupposes and perfects

it, is basic to what might be called the Thomistic
vision.! Examination of this idea is often hindered, however,
by the abstractness of the discussion; though the notion is
echoed and re-echoed the actual working of nature and grace
are not analyzed. It is hoped that materials with which to
understand more fully the interaction of nature and grace may
be obtained by describing and specifying the activity of both
the “graced” and the “natural” man. If so, the concrete
referent of natural and supernatural activity will give more
content to the analysis of nature and grace. The concrete
specification will be investigated by means of the distinction

THE IDEA THAT grace, though different from nature,

* The fundamental references for the general notion of nature and grace are
Summa Theologiae I, q. 1, a. 8 ad 2 and q. 2, ad 1. See also II-II, q. 26, a. 13 and
111, q. 118, a. 9 ad 2 for the idea that the good of a single grace is higher than
the natural good of the whole universe. It is interesting to note that in I, q. 1, a. 8
ad 2 St. Thomas himself gives a concrete reference for the relation.
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between the natural virtues (e.g., the cardinal virtues) and
their supernatural counterparts (in the usual division, the theo-
logical virtues, the other infused virtues, and the Gifts of the
Holy Spirit) . Fortitude is the particular model or instrument
chosen to describe the activity of the “natural” and the
“graced ” man; these descriptions then being used to specify
the notion that grace while different from nature does not
destroy but rather presupposes and perfects it.?

In general the Thomistic account will be followed as there
one sees probably the first and in many ways the best account
of both this general idea of nature and grace and the natural
virtues and their supernatural counterparts. Nevertheless, to
clarify certain issues not directly or perhaps fully dealt with
by St. Thomas, some references will be made both to Aristotle
and to later developments. The underlying presuppositions of
the Thomistic vision—God as an a se Creator, the supernatural
end of man, the Creation as dependent but real, etc.—will not
be questioned. Nor will there be any attempt to question the
final adequacy of the scheme of nature/virtue/habits, etc., to
depict fully and most adequately the constitution of man.
Finally, there will be no attempt, except tangentially, either to
defend the notion of the reality of the supernatural activity or
to argue that the idea reflects the distinctive and essential core
of Chistianity. To that extent the undertaking is quite modest

2 This kind of analysis could be done for either justice or temperance—prudence
being dealt with here insofar as it informs fortitude. Fortitude was chosen because
the other two present some particular difficulties: e. g., questions about the distinct
nature of Christian asceticism given a world created by God-—a problem often
reflected in the ambiguity of Thomas’s account; the general question of salvation
outside Christianity arising from problems concerning the degrees of conscious
intentionality of acts toward neighbor that pass beyond the strict demands of
justice. Questions like these will arise here but they are less central.

In this and later references to the Gifts of the Holy Spirit there is no intention to
overlook the problems presented by the peculiarities of their Biblical base, the
difficulty of exactly separating out their function, etc. They are referred to because
they illuminate certain points and facilitate an understanding of St. Thomas’s
position, though it must be noted that he may have been led into formulations he
would not otherwise have made because he believed they were revealed data that
needed to be brought into his analysis.
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though it is important both in itself and as a first step toward
answering some of these more general questions. For through
giving a concrete, discernable, and discussable reference to the
Thomistic idea of nature and grace, one can better understand
both the idea itself and the implications arising from it.

One final preliminary point needs to be mentioned; that is,
the difficulty of trying to describe and differentiate natural and
supernatural activity. There are at least four reasons for the
difficulty and noting them is important so that the problems
and limitations of the task are recognized. First, the character-
istics showing the distinctions may be clearly evident only in
certain extraordinary circumstances, e.g., the facing of death
or with justice the charitable love of enemy. To illustrate the
differences as sharply as possible one must turn to and empha-
size these crisis situations while remembering that the general
characteristics are present in almost all human activity.
Second, only the general characteristic of each type of activity
can be set down. There is no intention to formulate a complete
and clear guide for untangling and judging the conflicting cross
currents of anyone’s interior life; that task is impossible. This
impossibility is important to keep in mind, and not only for
those who have visceral reactions to the Thomistic categories
in which this analysis is couched. For it may appear, or one
may be lulled into believing, that a comprehensive, exhaustive,
and systematic treatment of human actions is given or in-
tended. But any systematic treatment of man is bound to
mirror imperfectly the complex and particular life of man
however important that treatment is, if cogent analysis is to
be attempted. Third, it must be honestly admitted, and con-
tinually kept in mind, that the relation between natural and
supernatural activity is difficult to understand just because the
supernatural in presupposing and perfecting the natural does
mix with it. There is no intention of holding to a “ two-story ”
theory in speaking of natural and supernatural activity; in fact,
part of the reason for this analysis is to show concretely how
the two do interpenetrate. Fourth, and closely related to the
second and third points, the difficulty of specifying or clearly
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understanding the intentionality of an agent is recognized.
Though particularly true when examining the actions of an
agent from the outside, this is also true even if one is “ inside,”
as the exact intentionality of an act may be unclear even to
the agent himself. This difficulty has repercussions in two
directions. On the one hand, it means natural acts as seen from
the outside may (to use a phrase from Newman) “ counter-
feit ” supernatural acts; that is, acts that are natural can
appear from the outside to be supernatural because one does
not know the intentionality of the agent. On the other hand, it
also means acts may fulfill the criteria for supernatural activity
in an inchoate manner, perhaps particularly if done outside a
specifically Christian framework. This general problem will be
discussed further in examining the perfecting of natural
activity, but it must be always kept in mind.

This analysis then is bound at times to appear to involve an
arbitrary categorizing of human activities and a misleading
separation of nature and grace; further its application to any
particular distinct case is severely limited. But even given these
limitations, or perhaps more important remembering them, the
task still seems possible. And the attempt itself is important
as it offers an opportunity to give concrete content to an
analysis of nature and grace thereby specifying more fully the
complex relation of the two.

I

Before beginning the explicit analysis of the relation of natu-
ral and supernatural fortitude it may be helpful to sketch out
briefly the general character of fortitude. Fortitude is one of
the two cardinal virtues dealing directly with oneself, specifi-
cally with the removal of obstacles within oneself to the
establishment of just or right relations both toward others
and between the various parts of the self. The establishment
of that rectitude can be hindered by either the concupiscent or
the irascible aspects of the will; the former by being drawn to
improper objects of pleasure, the latter by being dissuaded
from following reason because of difficulty. Temperance con-
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cerns the former, fortitude the latter. It needs to be remem-
bered, however, that these divisions between virtues are for
purposes of analysis. Though the virtues are distinct and of
different value, it is impossible therefore to have one without
the other as they refer to one entity—the developing acting
man—and thus qualify and form each other. For example, the
natural act of fortitude is based on or presupposes the perfection
of the other three virtues; e. g., fortitude is actualized in part
through temperance’s control of passion’s desire for immediate
good, justice’s sense of varying obligation, and prudence’s
organizing command and insight into reality.

But fortitude does have a distinct character; it signifies the
overcoming of the difficult through knowing, loving, and hold-
ing to a good for the sake of which one will either surrender or
endure the loss of lesser goods. At its simplest level it can even
represent the firmness of mind necessary for meeting the diffi-
culty presented by temporal goods like money or honor; e.g.,
magnificence, the mean in disposition of property, and magna-
nimity, the mean in relation to honor, are both made possible
and formed by fortitude’s constancy. Indeed even at this level
one essential aspect of fortitude’s character is evident, that is,
that its value or praise is dependent upon the end sought.
Fortitude remains a preliminary virtue aimed at the realization
of rational good—standing firm against honor, in order say to
pursue a woman, would not be called an integral act of forti-
tude. This fact also makes clear that, fundamentally, fortitude
is not a passive acquiescence but rather is based in, or defined
by, a resolute grasping of and holding to some good which in
turn measures the value of fortitude itself. Essentially, then,
fortitude is the overcoming of a difficulty by the abandoning
of the self’s love for some particular good in order to love a
higher good.?

8 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 123, a. 6 and ad 1; also q. 12, ad 2 and 3. This is seen
clearly in that part of fortitude called patience, for through patience one possesses
one’s soul and its real good. The point is forcefully made by J. Pieper in The Four
Cardinal Virtues, various translators (New York, 1965), pp. 117-141; an excellent
study even if, at times, Pieper’s own insights replace those of Thomas.
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This essential character is most evident in confrontation with
death, particularly when death is the possible result of an
action, and thus a difficulty is involved in following out the
action. Therefore Aristotle says that fortitude is most fully
realized in a man freely choosing to die for his community, as
in that case its ambiguous attributes are starkly clear.* For
fortitude, when defined more specifically, concerns withstand-
ing things where it is most difficult to be firm, and in death one
faces the greatest possible difficulty or fear. This itself makes
evident that of fortitude’s two major components—the enduring
restraint of the difficulty of fear and the dispelling of fear by
daring—it is the enduring which is fortitude’s main object.’
In facing this sort of death the only real response is enduring
and suffering. All the normal defenses—self-confidence, im-
agined heroism, etc.—are seen to be of no avail; still further
one recognizes that even the most concerted and courageous
actions cannot dispell the difficulty presented by the fear. In
that situation, then, it is fully recognized that one can only
suffer and endure the loss of the greatest natural good of all,
one’s life, for the sake of a greater good. Fortitude is clearly
realized in its essence because the difficulty of fear can be over-
come only by marshalling one’s powers to love and hold to a
good for the sake of which one’s own good is seen as a lesser
value needing to be given up.

Given this general analysis of fortitude, the examination can
now turn to a more specific discussion of natural and super-
natural fortitude centering initially on the differences between
the two activities. As noted, as a natural virtue or activity
Aristotle says that fortitude is most clearly realized in a man
freely choosing to die for the sake of his community. For St.
Thomas, as a supernatural activity and the manifestation of a

¢ Nichomachean Ethics, 3, 6, 1115a-117b, 20.

5 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 123, a. 6 and ad 1. The centrality of endurance is also
evident because fear by its nature tends to moderate daring and endurance perceives
danger as present not future. This point exemplifies the difficulty in consistently
applying the idea of a mean, because fortitude is really directed more to fear than
to daring.
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gift or infused virtue, it is seen most clearly in martyrdom.® To
illustrate the peculiarity of the martyr’s case and to furnish
an image to which reference can be made later it may be
helpful to construct an imaginary historical situation—par-
ticularly as the characteristics of the act of martyrdom are
more difficult to grasp than those of the act of the citizen
soldier. One may imagine the case of an early Christian
faced with either denying God’s sovereignty or being mar-
tyred. Further, one can suppose that the man possesses a
strong sense of civic duty and believes that Rome is a reason-
ably just state that has brought peace to much of the world.
Moreover, one may envision that he recognizes both that
religion has a necessary social function and, of course, that he
ought to remain alive both to protect and nurture his family
and do good in the civil sphere. Yet one can suppose that he
will overturn these considerations realizing that his response to
this situation, to this providential call of God, may decide his
destiny (and perhaps that of others) and, in any event,
represents a higher obligation to which he must respond.
Given this image and the general discussion of the natural
act of fortitude a beginning may be made by loosely putting
the two kinds of activity into a fourfold causal scheme in order
to accentuate their differences. For the natural act the end
would be the good of the community; the efficacy, one’s will,
passions, and natural reason; the forms, the habits acquired
through repeated actions; and the matter, one’s natural inclina-
tions, attributes, etc. For the supernatural activity—and em-
phasizing its divergent character—the end would be the re-
lation to God and the doing of his will; the efficacy, God
working in and through one directed by means of the new
nature and the infused habits and gifts; the form, reason en-
lightened by faith or directly inspired by God; the matter, the
new nature working in and through normal will and reason.
Examining the end of the two activities and how that end

¢ Ibid., q. 124.
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forms the actions can most fruitfully and concretely enable us
to compare them.’

The end of the natural man’s fortitude is the good of the
community inasmuch as for it he will sacrifice the limited good
of his own life. Because the citizen, soldier, or patriot intel-
lectually and emotionally grasps the meaning of the good of
the community he fully understands its importance and is will-
ing to take actions that may involve giving up his life for its
sake.® But in the case of the martyr all temporal goods, even
that of the community, would be sacrificed for the end or
object of the love of God. Concomitant with or underlying
that love would also be a reverence for the ultimate sovereignty
of God leading to a continuing desire to do his will as par-
ticularly manifested and understood. This goal is one that
cannot be grasped or loved by natural means but only by the
theological virtues acting in concert with the infused virtues

and gifts.
Both acts then—the sacrifice of the patriot and that of the

martyr—are acts of fortitude examinable in terms of their
teleology. Both are based in—and formed, understood, and

" The inadequacies in such a brief account are obvious. For instance, the new
habitu or quiddam given by grace is not, for St. Thomas, a distinct entity “ once
given by God then independently possessed by the individual and nourished only
intermittently. There is no complete, distinct, intermediate reality between God
and man. For a brief but excellent study of this point in its historical context see
C. Moeller and G. Phillips The Theology of Grace and the Oecumenical Movement,
trans. R. Wilson (London, 1961), pp. 11-24.

8To my mind Aquinas clarifies Aristotle’s notion concerning the motivation or
teleological causality of this ultimate act of natural fortitude. The clarification is
necessary as, in the passage in Aristotle analyzing this activity, there are a number
of unclearly separated diverging and even conflicting causes; see Nichomachean
Ethics 3,8, 1116a 17 ff. Seen hierarchically, the different telic causes could be
articulated as: 1) an aesthetically pleasing character; 2) the judgment of the
community; that is, acting bravely because the community will stigmatize a coward;
8) honor, as the attestation or reflection of virtue and 4) and closely related to # 3,
the good of the community. [To my mind, Ross is mistaken in saying that there is
& significant difference between honor and the good of the community. Dying for
the community is the highest good of a natural man and so the ultimate virtue
of which honor is an attestation. See W. D. Ross, Aristotle (New York, 1960),
pp. 183-193; 197-209.] Thomas’s clarification is important as the last three are not
clearly distinguished in Aristotle.



NATURE-GRACE QUESTION IN THE CONTEXT OF FORTITUDE 565

judged by—the love of an end or good for the sake of which
fear is overcome and lesser goods discarded. The value, the
internal nature or actuality of their act is dependent upon the
end sought and the love of it; that is, the taking of death upon
oneself is not in itself praiseworthy but becomes so because of
the subordination and direction to the good implied in it. In
fact, one might go even further and apply the Thomistic prin-
ciple that the nature of the end and one’s love for it can be
judged, proved, or understood by what will be rejected,
suffered, or lost for its sake.® Thus from the perspective of that
criterion it can be seen that the natural man dies for love of
the community, the martyr for the love of God, and both shed
all lesser goods. But the martyr includes among the lesser
goods the higher or highest good of the patriot.

From this general discussion two clear differences between
these types of activity can now be seen. The first is that, while
the natural man dies for an obvious good, one that can be
easily known and loved as constantly and empirically present,
the object of the supernatural activity is beyond any knowing
and thus any loving that is certainly and easily verifiable. The
supernatural end can be reached and loved only means of the
theological and other infused virtues. Therefore the end’s char-
acter and one’s relation to it are of a different order than the
natural one as the supernatural end, while “ fully ” loved, can
at best be only partially known and ambiguously hoped in.*

® Summa Theol., TI-11, q. 124, a. 8. The essence of virtue consists in adhering to
the end, God, not in the condemning lesser goods; acts not done out of obedience
to God’s will are without merit. Therefore, even if one suffered martyrdom or gave
all one’s goods to the poor, the act would not be meritorious unless it were directed
to the fulfillment of the divine will. (Ibid., q. 104, a. 8) TUltimately then,
obedience, as conformity to God’s will, can be called the final criterion for real
virtue. Thus it is not unjust for Abraham to slay Isaac or the Israelites to steal
from the Egyptians as the acts are in conformity with the will of God—who, of
course, also gives life, death, and all wordly goods. (Ibid., a. 4 ad 2) The value
of conforming to God’s will is important enough to overturn lesser, more obvious
forms of virtue.

1 Of course, this point raises a host of questions about the kind of knowledge
given by the theological virtues, the difference between faith and charity’s relation
to God and so forth. Without attempting to develop the question, it can be said
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In fact, the giving up of earthly goods and the set of obligations
pointed to in the act of martyrdom become intelligible only
through recognizing both the mysteriousness of the object and
the peculiarity of the relation to it. For, as in general the
strength of desire and pleasure hoped for help a man bear the
pain of loss, so more particularly the good for which one will
endure the evil of loss must be more desired and loved than
the good whose privation will bring sorrow. But in our normal
state spiritual goods cannot present the obvious delights or
attractiveness of those worldly goods or obligations unless they
be present, however ambiguously, by way of the theological
virtues. Therefore there must be a supernatural love of the
final end to overcome our immediate attention to and love of
temporal ends.'* Indeed it is precisely because of considerations
like these that St. Thomas stresses that the particular character
of the gift of fortitude is the confidence it gives. That is, it is
only by the direct movement of God to and through one—
uniquely represented by the Gifts of the Holy Spirit—that one
can receive a confidence akin to that available to the natural
man.*

that, though Thomas stresses the theological virtues’ real relation to God in
himself, he also emphasizes both the transcendent mystery of God and the
limitations of creaturely knowledge. (On the nature of faith as an example of this
see Summa Theol., II-1I, q. 1, a. 1; q. 2, aa. 1, 4,9 and 10; q. 4, a. 7; q. 5, a. 2;
and q. 10, a. 2)

1t Summa Theol., TI-11, q. 23, a. 12 ad 3 and q. 136, a. 3 and ad 1. Some of
the ramifications of this idea are evident in the relation of fortitude to fear
because fear, arising from love, is dependent upon observing the correct hierarchy
of love. For example, an inordinate fear of the loss of a temporal good is based
in both an excessive love of the good itself and a deficient love of the final good.

*2 Ibid., q. 139, a. 2. Also see ibid., q. 52, a. 3. The question of the relation of
confidence to fortitude is important particularly as some theologians and Thomistic
commentators write as if the martyr were completely confident of his end, his
knowledge being certain. But if the knowledge is certain and the confidence
complete it would not be an act of fortitude. The ambiguity of life and the
mystery surrounding the willing of God are part of what give both fortitude and
hope their distinctive character; hope, for instance, being defined by its poles of
presumption and despair, and its sense of the possibility rather than the necessity
of one’s own salvation.

Perhaps what is being pointed to is the unique quality of the action of God in
the Gifts, particularly in confirmation in grace, the most radical form of that
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An important corollary of this notion lies in the martyr’s
working from and thereby being open to a direct divine call.
In part this is significant because it makes clear that one does
not actively seek the consummation of martyrdom but rather
only accepts it if it is recognized to be God’s will for one—a
point emphasized both by St. Thomas and most of the writings
from the period of early persecution. But more important is
the distinction here illustrated between this openness and the
patriot’s openness to the particular and perhaps extraordinary
demands of the community. There are three differences: First,
the community’s commands would be more regular, or continu-
ous with the past, than those evinced in martyrdom. Second,
they would in almost all cases be more evident, and directly
verifiable—even in those cases where the community’s need
was not distinctly spoken. Third, the communities’ demands
would be within certain obvious boundaries, that is, within
certain norms which echoed an accepted structure of values to
which the community was committed and from which it
received its particular reality or life.”®

This last point leads to the second and most striking differ-
ence, that is, for the martyr the whole perspective on life is
changed. Life’s meaning and real goods are seen in a different
light because the center of explanation and value is moved out
of the natural world. Indeed it is precisely for this reason that
St. Thomas stresses the need of the gift of counsel and the
infused virtue of prudence; only through them can the martyr
escape from the enclosed world of natural considerations and
become aware of the whole range of components to be taken
into consideration when his decision is made. In fact, it might
be said that natural prudence is the virtue most likely to cut

confidence. If so, it would seem that one must then make some distinction
between biological and spiritual death and carefully work out the relation of the
free act of fortitude to the direct movement of God.

*3 The demands of the community are judged by the set of goods or laws the
community represents; its general demands could never violate them (e.g. asking
one to kill an innocent child). But the command of God might legitimately over-
turn those accepted goods as is exemplified generally in martyrdom and particularly
in the discussion of obedience in footnote nine.
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one off from one’s supernatural destiny precisely because it is
allied to common-sense considerations and in touch with the
demands of the natural world. For natural prudence rightly
points out that by normal standards the act of martyrdom 1is
imprudent, unjust, and intemperate: it is harmful to the com-
munity by depriving it of the potentially good actions of one
of its citizens; to the family by destroying its head and possibly
making it endure the wrath of the community; and to oneself
by causing the loss of one’s own life and thus thwarting both
the natural desire for self-realization and the opportunity to
do good for others. Natural prudence counsels against the
martyr’s act in grasping fully its senselessness, its overturning
of the natural order. In a sense, then, the highest actualization
of natural virtue can stand most directly opposed to the highest
actualization of supernatural virtue as prudence can close one
off from God by restricting the determinative factors of life.
As such it clearly illustrates this second distinction between
the two kinds of activity.

This aspect of the discussion can be closed and summarized
by briefly turning to a fictitious example that seems to raise
a central problem in the analysis: the question of how to
specify the activity of a Marxist who might die for the sake of
the “coming” classless society. The problem is that his
“natural ” act of fortitude seems no different from the Chris-
tian martyr’s death because the Marxist surrenders all lesser
goods—his life, family, potential service to community, etc.—
for the love of a good before which all mediate goods are judged
and discarded. But even in such an extreme case, the two
noted points of difference remain in force. For first, the end
sought would be natural insofar as the Marxist is oriented to
and dying for a just community, even if one in the future.
Also, though he is not believing in, loving, and hoping for a
purely present good, the good he seeks, or the command to
which he responds, does have a base of empiric possibility, at
least given his understanding of man and history. Second, the
act does not contravene natural prudence if he feels that acts
involving possible death are necessary for the coming of the
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perfect society—e. g., capitalists of a certain kind must be
destroyed by him even if his life may be lost in the process.
However, were he actually ““martyred” the act would be
imprudent though not in the sense of the Christian martyr’s
death. It is imprudent just because it violates natural prudence
rather than because natural prudence is discarded for a higher
good as in the martyr’s case. For the Marxist’s act is naturally
imprudent in two ways: First, because one might argue that
its relation is to an impossible good—a perfect earthly society
making men completely happy and fulfilled. Second, because
the martyrdom could not serve to further the end of the good
society unless it were public and well publicized; if not, it
should be avoided at all costs. That is, it would be truly
prudent for the Marxist to make no heroic gestures, to mask
his true feelings, and then to work to subvert the society from
within; his secret death would serve no purpose and just render
him useless. Therefore, even in this extraordinary case the two
kinds of activity can be differentiated.

The distinction between the martyr’s and the patriot’s
encounter with death can also be seen in a somewhat less
radical form in the problem of meeting a normal death. Briefly
sketching out the distinction seen in that case can help to
illustrate the point, show that the differences are also evident
in more normal circumstances, and provide the matrix for some
questions to be investigated further in discussing grace’s per-
fecting of nature. Perhaps the distinction can be drawn best
by looking again at the difference between Aristotle’s and
Thomas’s treatment. On the one hand, Aristotle says fortitude
is not germane to the meeting of certain kinds of death, say
death by disease, as there is no meeting or overcoming of diffi-
culty and therefore no possible nobleness or reflection of
virtue.** One might fill out Aristotle’s account by noting that a

*¢ Nichomachean Ethies 5, 11, 1138a515. Compare, for instance, Summa Theol.,
II-11, q. 137 on perserverance. In his commentary on the Nichomachean Ethics
Thomas approvingly echoes Aristotle’s idea about the lack of courage in the meeting
of death by disease. But it must be noted that not only is St. Thomas working
to present Aristotle in the best possible light to those hostile to him but, more
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possible difficulty might be a despair about the meaning of
virtue generated by the thought of one’s imminent destruction.
A virtuous man would not let that difficulty drive him into
intemperance or injustice because overcoming the difficulty
would be a genuine instance of fortitude. But even if one must,
perhaps, re-affirm the integral meaning of virtuous action, this
addition does not overturn Aristotle’s general point. There is
no real difficulty to be overcome by holding to a good.*

For St. Thomas, on the other hand, in any death whatsoever
one sees the essential characteristics of the realization of super-
natural fortitude that are particularly mirrored in martyrdom.
One cannot, of course, include the important characteristic of
losing natural goods by explicitly choosing a supernatural one,
since in normal death the natural goods are bound to be lost
anyway. But the central question posed by martyrdom still
holds good for any death: in facing death will one reject
or affirm God? In any death one faces the * difficulty ” of the
loss of most apparent reasons to have faith, hope, and love
toward God; therefore that difficulty must be overcome
through supernatural fortitude’s affirmation of God and one’s
relation to him. The meeting of death represents a crisis be-
cause most of the natural stays—both legitimate and illegiti-
mate—upholding one’s relation to God are destroyed or called
into question. Reasons such as the theological meaning one
saw in human love, the sense of gratitude for one’s well-being,
and the feeling of purpose in one’s activity, are dissolved or
tested by the encounter with the finality of death.!* As one

important, his interpretation keeps strictly within the limits of the text—a study
of natural virtue. His ideas on supernatural fortitude appear elsewhere, as in the
articles on martyrdom and perseverance in the Summa. Nevertheless, it may also
be noted that St. Thomas did not fully develop this point, however implicit it is
in other points he makes.

15 For some of the difficulties in an oversimplified understanding of this matter
see the discussion on the perfecting of natural fortitude.

1% Marcel, for instance, has observed that much of the terror and outrage at
death arises not from the thought of one’s own death but from the death of a
beloved, because the latter’s death seems to involve the destruction of a bond that
appeared to be eternal. See G. Marcel, The Mystery of Being, trans. G. S. Fraser,
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faces the fact of possible annihilation the natural reasons for
relating oneself to God are called in question. Precisely because
of this fact, the manner of meeting any death whatsoever can
be either the highest possible actualization, or the final and
complete denial, of the basic relation to God specified by the
theological virtues. Therefore in any death, as with potential
martyrdom, there is the possiblity of the ultimate actualization
of the theological virtues and the supernatural activity they
represent; one can believe in and love God when purpose and
love are not evident, one can hope in him when all apparent
natural reasons to hope are destroyed. Indeed it is in large
part because the difficulties in encountering death are so clear
that St. Thomas emphasizes the need for a special grace of
perserverance, itself an aspect of fortitude. From the natural
perspective of Aristotle then, a normal death is seen and
accepted as the end of a natural process; the only difficulty is
the need to affirm the continuity of one’s personhood, one’s
normal moral activity. But, from St. Thomas’s perspective, a
normal death, like that of a martyr, is viewed as a key testing
point at which one either denies or affirms a relationship to
God which the very death makes even more mysterious.'’

I

The discussion of these two examples of fortitude’s encounter
with death allows us now to turn to a more schematic investi-
gation of how the supernatural activity of fortitude differs from
the natural activity, yet presupposes and perfects rather than
destroys it. To begin with a précis of how they differ (a précis

2 vols. (Chicago, 1960) 11, 163-185. The point is important for two reasons: First,
it makes clear that it is not mere egotism that makes death seem strange and
terrible. Second, it clearly shows the character and integrity of the outrage that
death is, an outrage too often mollified by a Christian stoicism that speaks of the
healing of time, the smallness of man, ete.

" Augustine, particularly in his last years, probed the very depths of this
problem, seeing in it one of the central mysteries of life and grace. For Augustine
only too clearly recognized that no one is so well known to himself or so clear
about God that he knows what his actions in the future will be. For a striking
analysis of this see P. Brown, Augustine of Hippo (Berkeley, 1968), pp. 403-408.
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because the preceding discussion of fortitude’s encounter with
death had examples which stressed their differences.) In the
natural activity, fortitude is defined by a relation to an under-
standable good for the sake of which one overcomes difficulty,
that is, rejects lesser goods. While the same general structure
holds for supernatural activity, there are three major differ-
ences. First, the good to which one is related is neither under-
stood nor loved in its fullness by natural means; indeed the
good can be understood only partially by even the infused
theological virtues. A corollary of this is the distinctiveness of
both the form and type of the command coming for the super-
natural object. Second, relating to the object of supernatural
activity may entail the rejection of all worldly goods, including
that for which the patriot dies, because that object is “ above ”
the world. This total rejection makes the act appear imprudent
or even senseless from a natural perspective. Third, the manner
of meeting any death whatever is important because of the
difficulty of holding to a Being above the world when most
apparent natural reasons to do so are destroyed or diminished.
In the natural meeting of death there is no such difficulty as
there is no object to hold to in spite of death.

Having pointed out the differences between the two activities
we may now examine, secondly, how supernatural activity pre-
supposes natural activity. Put in general terms, natural
activity is presupposed because the natural activity of over-
coming difficulty by holding to a good, known and grasped
naturally, is usually necessary for any correct holding to an
unseen good. One must cultivate natural virtue “ before ” one

18Tt is interesting to note that in some “ textbook ” presentations, “ presupposes ”
is an innocuous concept meaning little more than the existence of something for
grace to work on. For an example see L. Ott, Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma,
trans. P. Lynch, (St. Louis, 1964), p. 102.

In explicating this idea one might also mention Pieper’s interesting cbservation
that one can distinguish a pre-moral level of fortitude, that is, a level at which
one’s vulnerability is admitted yet one still opens oneself to ungraspable reality
whose goodness one wills to assent to and even love. This aspect of fortitude would
be the basis for any enduring psychological health. On this point also see W.
Lynch, Images of Hope (New York, 1965).
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can become supernaturally virtuous. The natural perfection in
turn entails or presupposes the actualization not only of forti-
tude but also of the three other cardinal virtues, for, as dis-
cussed earlier, the virtues all refer to one entity and form and
qualify one another. This presupposing of fortitude, and
through it the other three cardinal virtues, has two distinct
aspects.

The first, more particular aspect arises because natural forti-
tude sets one into right relation with goods in the world by
enabling one to recognize their value. This point is illustrated
by St. Thomas’s argument that fearlessness may destroy
natural fortitude precisely because fearlessness arises from a
lack of true understanding of, and just relation to, the values
of this world. Natural fortitude is impossible without a
prudentially just love of oneself and temporal goods, a love
based in an acute awareness of the debts owed. Therefore,
there can be no real natural fortitude if one is fearless through
a prideful and imprudent belief that one can neither be dis-
possessed nor hurt, or more important, through a dullness of
mind that does not recognize the values and obligations of this
world.*

The tension here pointed to is, of course, even more acute
and significant in supernatural fortitude since it may reject
all natural goods. But that very tension arises because natural
fortitude is presupposed, that is, the just demands of other
objects or goods in life like the family or the state are recog-
nized. Without that presupposing, the complex density char-
acterizing the act of martyrdom would be vitiated or even
destroyed for there would be no real difficulty to overcome.
Rather than an act defined by the overcoming of difficuity,
martyrdom would instead be characterized by its ease and lack
of tension. In fact it would be very similar to the presumption
that Thomas calls a pole of hope, that inordinate conversion
to God that rejects both the value of his Creation and the
mystery of his being because of a false relation to him and the

1 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 125, a. 6.
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world. If there is to be a real act of supernatural fortitude it
must presuppose the recognition of the value of goods of the
world that is essential to natural fortitude.

The second, more general aspect of the presupposing involves
natural fortitude’s role in the sequential development of man.
Natural fortitude represents a necessary first step because
holding to any sort of good, natural or supernatural, first
requires overcoming what Newman called man’s fearful sub-
jection to sense, that is, overcoming man’s normal tendency to
be drawn to objects of pleasure that are immediately seen and
desired.?* Normally this tendency or difficulty can be overcome
only by means of something connatural to man in his natural
state, that is, natural virtue. The real objects of religion are
too lofty and our relation to them is too uncertain and chang-
ing to overcome these initial tendencies. Because man is an
ambivalent creature composed of body and soul he initially
needs goals allied to, or aligned with, his more normal mode of
being. Without the kind of guidance and control that is repre-
sented by the fulfillment of the natural virtues, man’s relation
to higher objects will at best probably be a febrile one, passion-
ately involved at times, unrelated at others, and always likely
to fail him at the most crucial points.

Stressing this is neither to imply, nor to say, that St. Thomas
believed man’s normal ambivalence and subjection to sense
can be overcome only through acts of natural virtue. Nor does
it mean that the image of a gradual, sequential development is
absolutely binding. Obviously St. Thomas felt God could work
more directly if he desired: his work on miracles, for instance,
show how almost frighteningly unqualified he felt God’s om-
nipotence was.”* Further, he also was aware that the history of
Christianity shows conversions of the most radical sort, e.g.,
Paul. The radicalness of the turning that is justification is

2® Newman’s analysis of this aspect of the presupposing of natural activity is
acute: see particularly The Idea of A University (Image Book, New York, 1960),
pp. 147, 148; 197-199.

21 For instance, see the notion of two bodies occupying the same place: Summa
Theol,, I, q. 105, a. 8; III Cont. Gent., c. 101.
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clearly recognized by Aquinas and must be kept in mind.
Therefore, one must always be aware of the dangers involved
in overstressing the “ presupposed ” aspect. It can be mislead-
ing both in breaking down too neatly the sequential steps and,
more important, in making the assent to God too continuous
and gentle a process thereby underplaying or demeaning the
revolutionary change that is justification.*®* God is not abso-
lutely bound to work in any particular way, nor should any
image be allowed to underestimate or demean either the radical
change that is justification or the difference between natural
and supernatural activity. Nevertheless, the presupposing of
natural virtue does point up the kind of continuity that is
normally at work and reflects St. Thomas’s general approach
(as further exemplified in his attitude toward the virtue of
religion or the role of the sacraments.) In the normal economy
of salvation the natural virtues are necessary first steps as they
are the connatural aids that more readily and easily subject,
control, and order sense, and thus lead man to the initially
necessary control.

Supernatural activity completes and perfects natural activity
basically because the fullest actualization of man’s function or
virtue involves a relation to an end above the naturally under-
stood one. Because, for St. Thomas, man’s nature is pointed
toward God, completion can come only by a positive relation to
him before death and a union with him after death. Having
not only the potentiality for this end but also the positive (if
not always clearly conscious) yearning for it, the full perfection
of man involves some sort of actualization of the potential
and at least preliminary satisfaction of the desire. The realiza-
tion of the natural virtues cannot by themselves represent a
full consummation of man; that takes place only through the
kind of relation to God that animates supernatural activity.

?2 For an interesting discussion of this see Henri de Lubac, The Mystery of the
Supernatural, trans. R. Sheed (London, 1967), p. 108ff. The conscious and
continuous maintenance of a balance between the ideas of radical change and
growth is difficult. Stressing one or the other gives a distinctive “ tone ” and form
to a theology, as is seen in much traditional Catholic and Protestant theology.
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Only that relation can fulfill man’s potential and quiet his
desire or need for a perfect state, one characterized by endur-
ingness, freedom from evil, rest, etc. There can be no natural
perfection without a supernatural perfection because natural
actualization, however integral, is not in itself complete; it
points beyond itself to a higher state of which it is only a part,
however necessary.?

Recognizing this fact also entails honestly noting that the
tidy distinction between fortitude’s natural and supernatural
encounter with death is less clear than it seems. For any
natural realization also involves some kind of relation to God,
whether it be explicit or implicit, and whether it ends in
rejection or affirmation. This point brings up a whole series of
allied questions. Some, however important, are quite tangential
to this project, e. g., the problem of the relation of the natural
desire to the gratuitousness of grace. Others, however, focus
around the relevant question of how the basic relation to God
works and what that entails. For if tho “ perfecting ” factor is
really present (at least after the Incarnation), or if man has
never had a distinct and completely natural end, the possibility
of salutary, supernatural activity with its relation to God is
present in any act whether explicitly “ Christian ” or not. That
question involves the basic problem of whether, or in what
sense, intentionality toward God can or must be conscious; that
is resolvable into determinable propositions. In turn, that
question leads to the problem of the presence or weight of sin
in unconsciously Christian acts, the role of Limbo if used, as

2% While seeming to admit the desire for perfect happiness Aristotle denies the
state is achievable, therefore making man’s goal those acts closest to enduringness,
freedom from evil, and so on—ie. deeds of virtue. St. Thomas objects on the
grounds that nature does nothing in vain, that Creation would be a cruel joke if
this most basic part of man were unfulfilled, etc. (thereby, of course, opening up
the whole problem of the gratuitousness of grace). See Nichomachean Ethics, 1,
10, 1101a, 18 and III Cont. Gent., c. 48. The distinction is obviously of the utmost
importance, though a full discussion involves resolving the numerous difficulties
surrounding any interpretation of Aristotle’s idea of contemplation: e.g., the
apparent distinction between sophic in Book Six and theoria in Book Ten, and
the marked change from the Eudemian to the Nichomachean Ethics.
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by Dante, for virtuous pagans, and so on.** These questions
are important and need to be noted, but they lie beyond the
scope of this article.”

For this project, however, one point does need to be clearly

?* The death of Socrates is a striking example of a possible act of supernatural
fortitude outside Christianity, particularly if the sources in Plato concerning it are
interpreted so as to stress and substantiate three things: First, that the mission
from Apollo was some kind of call from God to mediate truth to Athens—and
was so understood by Socrates. Second, that the daimon is a divine reality rather
than an evil spirit or an image of Socrates’ own natural conscience (remembering,
as particularly emphasized in the Apology, that Socrates would not act if the
daimon objected). Third, that the myths of judgment in say the Republic, Gorgias,
and Phaedo are more than rhetorical expressions of the importance of living
virtuously. This is a possible—and to my mind defensible—interpretation of the
Platonic materials concerning Socrates. The major problem is whether, even granted
the divine action, the ultimate aim remains the maintenance of the state as the
divine matrix for a realization that is basically natural (e.g., the Crito).
(Xenophon, of course, gives a much different picture and even the Platonie
materials are susceptible to other readings. For an example see H. Jaffa, Thomism
and Aristotelianism: A Study of the Commentary by Thomas Aquinas on the
Nichomachean Ethics [Chicago, 1961], pp. 28, 29.)

It is also interesting to note that the idea of a divine call (T‘ien ming) might
also be seen in relation to Confucius. See the Analects 2, 4, and the incidents, after
his fiftieth year that follow that call——3, 22; 7,22; and 9, 4.

2% At some places St. Thomas himself shows an extraordinary sense of salvation
outside the Church. Passages in early works—such as the famous “man in the
woods "—declare that the following of conscience and the doing of the good within
one’s power will result in God’s giving the necessary internal inspiration or
revelation, or sending a preacher to enable one to be saved (II Sent., q. 28, d. 1,
a. 4 ad 4; and De Verit, q. 14, a. 11 ad 1). These passages perhaps can be
discounted as there is a notable hardening of attitudes on some of these issues.
But there still remain later passages from the Summa (e.g., I-II, q. 19, a. 10,
ad 1; II-II, q. 85, a. 2) and the exciting if perplexing II-II, q. 2, a. 7—see
particularly ad 3 with the notion of mediation and the saving faith that God will
deliver man in the way most pleasing to him. Obviously the notion of super-
natural activity outside Christianity did not significantly form St. Thomas’s vision,
though there are these passages and numerous other potentially fruitful general
ideas.

Karl Rahner is an example of someone whose general perspective has been so
affected; his work also contains one of the fuller and more precise discussions of the
general problem of salvatory activity outside a Christian framework. Particularly
helpful are Theological Investigations, various translators, 5 vols. (Baltimore, 1961-
68) V, 115-134; and “Implicit Christianity ” Theology Digest, Sesquicentennial
Tssue/1968, 43-56, and On the Theology of Death, trans. C. H. Henkey (New York,
1967), pp. 85-48; 89-99 in particular. “On Martyrdom,” included in that edition,
is also relevant to some of the more general issues.



578 LEE H. YEARLEY

stated. That is, that the idea of grace perfecting nature coupled
with the notion of the continuing presence of the supernatural
end forces the recognition that no clear, simple, and neat
distinction can be made between natural and supernatural
activity. The distinctions made here are important for pur-
poses of analysis, hopefully their illuminating power has been
made evident. But the analytic distinctions neither exhaust
nor exhibit fully the interaction of natural and supernatural
activity. The distinction must be used with the care de-
manded by a recognition of their limitations for they furnish
an analytic model helpful only when used with an understand-
ing of its limitations. Indeed the model itself precludes any
oversimple application just because it manifests the presence
of the “ perfecting ” element and implies the continuing exist-
ence of the supernatural end.

The final goal, then, of the natural activity of fortitude, the
realization of the whole man, is clarified and fulfilled by the
relation to man’s ultimate, not proximate, end that character-
izes supernatural activity. The idea that man’s ultimate ful-
fillment consists in adhering to the true end, not in merely
condemning or following lesser objects, is the linchpin for the
notion of “perfecting”; it led St. Thomas, for instance, to
focus on the importance of the realization of the theological
virtues or to call obedience, in some ways, the central animat-
ing notion of human activity. In the fulfillment of both his
abstract potential and his concrete desire, man’s whole nature
is perfected.

This general idea of perfecting can also be seen to take place
in two more particular ways which help to further illuminate
the more comprehensive notion. First, the perfecting occurs
because there takes place a new and correct hierarchical order-
ing of the goods of the world. The vision of natural goods is
perfected because they are related to their final end and
therefore given a truer place in the general value scheme, a place
that recognizes both their integrity and limitations. In this
way the movement discussed in the presupposing aspect is
itself completed. There remains the vision of the integral value
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of objects of the world central to the idea of presupposition, but
this vision is put into a new and real relation with the idea of
man’s final end. For example, the idea of the good of the state
would be perfected by being set in a new context. That is, the
state’s end would be seen as more than sociai harmony and
order as a value just in and of itself; that end would be seen
as ordered to the spiritual fulfillment of its citizens. Thus, to
return to the example of the Roman martyr, his action would
not be just a rejecting or denying of the legitimate place of
the state as a civilizing force. For he would be accepting that
notion but perfecting it by calling the state to, or at least
having himself, a truer understanding of the state’s full value
as a natural entity.*

Second, the form or general structure of natural activity is
intensified or perfected through the more complex and difficult
act of holding to a supernatural end. That is, one holds to a
greater though less obvious good, God, rather than say com-
munity, through greater difficulty, the possible loss of all—and
not just some—natural goods. Thereby the very tensions im-
plied in, or defining, the general character of fortitude are raised
to a higher level. From the mere firmness of mind implied in
say overcoming the good of money, the tension rises to the
difficulty of giving up most natural goods to die for the com-
munity and then finally is completed in the giving up of every-
thing for one’s relation to God. The inherent tension character-
izing fortitude is perfected by being brought to its highest
pitch.

Supernatural activity’s perfection of natural activity is then
further illuminated in these two particular ways: the vision of
different goods is more perfectly established as those goods are
set in a new context, and the form of structure of the natural
function is intensified. More generally, natural activity is per-

28 This point is not contingent on the martyrdom’s being socially efficacious, that
is, causing the society to change. For if the martyrdom were secret—as mentioned
in relation to the example of the Marxist—there might be no effect at all. But
even without that effect, the natural good of the state could still be said to be
perfected in the martyr’s vision.
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fected because its full actualization is reached. The final goal,
form, and activity of natural fortitude is clarified and fulfilled
by supernatural activity’s generation of a relation to man’s
ultimate not proximate end. For natural activity, while
integral, is not complete but rather points beyond itself to a
higher state, a state that fulfills both the abstract potential
and concrete desire of the natural man. Thus supernatural
fortitude while different from natural fortitude does not
destroy but rather presupposes and perfects it.

Lee H. YEARLEY
Stanford University
Stanford, California



THE MOTIVATION OF MARTYRS: A PHILOSOPHICAL
PERSPECTIVE

[ L)

least understood of all men. We regard the willing-

ness of Christ or of Socrates to be martyred as being
of monumental significance, and yet, in spite of countless op-
portunities to martyr ourselves, we invariably choose not to.
All men sacrifice to some extent. Some give up great sums of
money and others give up innumerable hours of their time for
their fellow man. Some are even willing to suffer great pain
and distress for their fellow man. They all get something in
return: the enduring happiness that can only result from
moral fulfillment. But what about those who die for others?
The people who sacrifice their lives so that others may live on
to lead happy and healthy lives seem to get nothing in return.
They lose their lives, their capacity for happiness, everything.
As much as we praise such men, we cannot help asking our-
selves, “ Was it worth it? ”

If we do not understand martyrs—if we have no conception
of what could have possibly been motivating them—then our
praise is empty. But the people who have in the last few
decades concerned themselves with motivation have provided
us with a picture of man that makes our praise even emptier.
For these reasons, I should like to sketch out some alternative
explanations of the martyr’s behavior. Before I do so, however,
I want to make some comments about the explanation I am
rejecting.

P ] ARTYRS ARE THE most widely praised and the

I

It has become fashionable in recent years to antiseptically
dissect human actions with the end of uncovering some latent
drive which explains the actions away. The martyr’s bene-
volence is reduced to a psychological-physiological abnormality

581
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or coincidence, and in such a way is the moral inertia of the
majority of men justified. Advocates of this theory of motiva-
tion argue as follows: while it appears that the greater part
of human behavior is the result of conscious deliberation and
free, rational choice, all behavior is, in actuality, the result of
certain basic drives of which, for the most part, the agent is
unaware. I do not want to attribute this theory of drives to
any one particular man or school of thought, although this sort
of reductionism unquestionably owes its popularity in recent
years to the influence of psychoanalytical and behavioristic
psychologists.

In the years prior to the advent of the theory of drives, it
was held that a martyr was one who, when confronted with
the alternatives of expediency and justice, chose the latter over
the former. He chose the latter because he valued it more highly
He was not compelled either to make that choice or to hold
the values which resulted in that choice. The emergence of the
theory of drives has led to the discarding of this simple analysis.
The new approach to an understanding of the motivation of
the martyr involves delving into the martyr’s background.
What sort of relationship did he have with his mother? Was
he a loner? Did he get on well with women? Did he have an
authoritarian personality? Did he have confidence in himself?
All these questions and others like them are seen as being
relevant to the question, “ Why did so-and-so run into the
burning house in a futile attempt to save the three children? ”
Each of these questions opens up a new dimension of the
martyr’s character, and there is a distinct possibility that, after
likely answers to these questions are considered, we will realize
that the martyr was not a great man at all but just a pathetic,
mentally-unbalanced fanatic who was led to the act of martyr-
dom by an intense, latent desire to destroy himself or to
sublimate away his sexual energy.

The theory of drives has brought with it a new conception
of man, and while this conception of man may have done
mankind a great service by enabling us to understand and even
to treat many forms of mental and emotional illness, it has
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done mankind a great disservice by casting a new and suspici-
ous light on those who have embodied classical virtues like
honor, dignity, justice, and compassion.

The theory of drives is neither a fact nor a set of facts;
it is a theory. It is a presupposition which serves as a model
to explain certain facts and to account for certain phenomena.
It cannot be shown to be false, but neither can it be shown to
be true. Presuppositions and models are not verified or falsified
the way most claims are. They are not verified or falsified at
all. While they cannot be shown to be true or false, however,
they can be shown to be good or bad. We speak of good and
bad presuppositions or good and bad models. And so, with
regard to the theory of drives, we should ask ourselves, *“ What
justifies this theory? ” This amounts to asking why it is a good
theory for explaining human behavior. The opening lines of
Freud’s Outline of Psychoanalysis suggest that no one was
more aware of this than Freud himself, for he there claims that
the justification of the basic assumption that psychoanalysis
makes lies in its results. T have been suggesting that it is the
results which necessitate our rejecting that very theory.

How is an assumption or presupposition of this sort to be
justified, and what would render a particular model of human
behavior a good model? Since a presupposition or model is
something which underlies or explains the empirically known
but is not itself empirically known, its justification or goodness
must be a function of something other than correspondence
to facts or states of affairs. Its goodness must be a function of
some sort of practical eflicacy. Indeed, the fact that Freudian
psychoanalysis or behaviorist research has enabled its practi-
tioners to cure many sick people would make the theory of
drives appear efficacious in one important sense. But the
appearance is, I insist, deceptive. Perhaps it is the case that
many people have illnesses which stem from problems with
their latent drives. But the theory of drives we are concerned
with is making a much broader claim—that all behavior can
be explained in terms of those latent drives. And such a claim
is not justified by the successful treatment of one, fifty, or a
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million mental patients. Many, perhaps even most contem-
porary psychologists would agree to this, and they have wisely
chosen to separate their work from the realm of metaphysics.

One obvious method for evaluating the efficacy of a model is
to invoke the criterion of simplicity. Is the theory of drives the
simplest possible model of human behavior which explains all
necessary facts and phenomena? Talk about drives clearly
simplifies some matters: it is much easier to speak of the
libido than to speak of a whole mass of physiological and
behavioral data. Moreover, the existence of those phenomena
and data cannot be denied, for their existence i¢s empirically
known. But allowing for the existence of drives is not the
same as committing onself to the theory that all human
behavior can be traced back to the one, two, or twelve drives
which one is allowing for.

Hence, we can retain both our traditional conception of
the nobility of the martyr and the drive-terminology. The
practical efficacy of the latter lies in its simplicity; the practical
efficacy of the former lies in its consolation, for it supports
abstract notions of human dignity and human freedom on
which we can draw in our disillusionment and our despair.
But now, if the martyr’s values cannot ultimately be explained
by drives, then how are they to be explained? This is a loaded
question, for it presupposes that values must be explained in
terms of something else. Advocates of the theory of drives do
not, after all, explain drives away in terms of something else.
They see the drives as being basic. Now, why cannot the
martyr’s values be taken—at least in some cases—as basic?
By raising this question, we have turned the drive theorist’s
challenge against him, for we have underscored for him the
point that somewhere along the line, every explanation of be-
havior will have to invoke a “ basic,” something not to be
explained or reduced further. The issue becomes one of com-
mitting oneself to a particular basic, and there is no reason
whatsoever for presupposing that in every explanation of be-
havior there ought to be a reduction of value but not of drive,

It seems to me that this is the way we must answer the
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drive theorist’s challenge. I want to add, however, that the
solution we have provided here will come back to haunt us
at a later stage in our inquiry, for having committed ourselves
to a basic phenomenon or entity in behavior, just as the drive
theorists have, we may turn out with an explanation of be-
havior not all that different from theirs, or at least, not as
different as we would have hoped.

In the meantime, though, let us consider some responses that
the drive theorist might make to our challenge. The drive
theorist might want to hold that the “ theory ” of drives is not
a presupposition or a model at all but a fact or set of facts,
empirically verifiable. He would then be disagreeing with
Freud, who tells us in those opening lines of the Qutline that
the discussion of the basic assumption of psychoanalysis falls
within the sphere of philosophical thought. Two criticisms can
be directed at the drive theorist’s claim that the theory of
drives is empirically verifiable. One criticism is that, since the
theory of drives involves a universal claim, a claim about all
manifestations of behavior, it cannot be strictly verified. But
this is to invoke a somewhat positivistic notion of verification
which the drive theorist might not altogether unjustifiably pro-
test against. The other criticism, though, is simply that the
very fact that there is so much disagreement concerning the
theory of drives seems to be an indication that a sufficient
verification of the theory has yet to be provided.

The drive theorist might insist that the theory of drives
does not jeopardize our conceptions of moral goodness and the
nobility of the martyr. The notions of sublimation and repres-
sion of our innate sexuality or lust for power are elements in
the drive theorist’s explanation of behavior which justify our
praise of the martyr. But do they really? Sublimation and
repression are not conscious, active processes. They are passive
occurrences of which we are, for the most part, unaware. What
would there be to praise in the martyr—that it accidentally
turned out that his sexual energy was reworked in such a way
as to lead him to his death? Only if sublimation and repression
can be seen as conscious, active processes can the theory of
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drives be reconciled with our praise of the martyr—justified
praise of the martyr. But if the drive theorist is willing to
allow for conscious, active sublimation and repression, then
of what use is the theory of drives? All the stuffing is knocked
out of the theory, and it no longer gives us an account of what
it was designed to give an account. For we may now ask,
since sublimation is a conscious, active process, “ Why did the
martyr sublimate in such a way?” The new question is merely
an old one in new terminology, the old question being, “ Why
did the martyr choose to do what he did? ”

The best course for the drive theorist to take, I believe,
would be to take the theory of drives as one of many ways of
looking at behavior. He could assert that in such-and-such a
particular case, it is expedient to take an individual’s behavior
from the point of view of the theory of drives. As superior
as this course is to the others he can take, the drive theorist is
still in trouble. If it is expedient to take a particular action
as resulting from something related to drives, why must we
accept the theory of drives, with its strong claim about all
behavior. Why can we not just say without any qualification,
“ Some behavior can be understoood in terms of basic drives.”
No one ever meant to deny this claim. So the talk about points
of view really does not support the theory of drives but some-
thing that has already been accepted.

Now, the martyr’s behavior is one sort of behavior. If the
theory of drives were true, then it would encompass all sorts
of behavior, including the martyr’s. But we have seen that it
is still possible to allow for alternative models of behavior, and
in our effort to understand and thereby justify our praise of the
martyr, let us consider those possible alternatives.

II

Instead of talking about drives, let us talk about interests.
Interests are different from drives. We all have interests, many
of them, and we know what they are. Different people have
different interests. What is important to the businessman
seems to be quite different from what is important to the



THE MOTIVATION OF MARTYRS 587

clergyman, the soldier, or the poet. They do share interests.
Some things are important to all men, or at least most of them.
But is is an interesting feature of human existence that not
all men have exactly the same interests, and perhaps no two
men have all the same interests. A man’s interests, the things
which are important to him, are intimately tied up with that
man’s values.

Anything which supports a man’s total interests more than
it damages them is “in his interest.” Something which
damages them more than it supports them is mnot. Now,
morality involves interests. When we act justly with our fellow
man, we consider his interests as well as our own. In any
event, what we are considering are interests. If men had no
interests, then there would be no need for morality and no need
for justice. When we act justly with our fellow man, we not
only consider what his interests are but how we can support
them or prevent damaging them as well. We do this in much
the same way as we consider how we can support and prevent
damaging our own interests. Now, we have not committed our-
selves to any particular ethical theory—utilitarianism, deonto-
logical ethics, and so on—by seeing morality as involving
interests. For this can be seen, is seen, and must be seen by
anyone concerned with morality. It is a theory-neutral claim,
an analytical proposition, that morality involves interests.

The most persistent problem in the history of Western moral
philosophy is whether or not morality ultimately rests on self-
interest. Granted, the just man considers the interests of
others. But does his so doing, and does his supporting the
interests of others, stem from a desire to support his own
interests? That is, are just men just because it is ultimately to
their benefit to be so? In a paper to be found in the Proceed-
ings of the Aristotelian Society for 1964-1965, D. Z. Phillips
argues that morality does not ultimately rest on self-interest.
In his paper, “ Does It Pay to Be Good? ” he offers an interest-
ing criticism of the thesis that one should deal justly with his
fellow man on the grounds that it is likely to pay or profit him
to do so. According to Phillips, the value of just action must
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not be located in considerations which refer beyond the action
itself to its results; any attempt to find a non-moral justifica-
tion for moral beliefs is destined to fail, for it distorts the kind
of importance which moral considerations have for us.

The point of virtue is not, for Phillips, its “ profitableness,”
and in supporting his position Phillips points to the very people
we are concerned with here, the martyrs. It would certainly
appear, on the surface, that the martyr’s dying cannot possibly
be in his own interest, and Phillips infers from this appearance
that the martyr has simply chosen justice over expediency,
profit, and self-interest. He concludes his paper by contrasting
a successful rogue with a truly just man and criticizing Philippa
Foot for concerning herself with how the just man “ profits ”—

The man who chooses justice may not profit as our rogue has done.
None of the things that Mrs. Foot envisages as probably coming
his way may prove to be his lot. Nevertheless, since his regard for
decency does not depend on such probabilities being realised, in the
only sense relevant to morality, he has accomplished all.

An earlier attack on Mrs. Foot’s position is even stronger—

Mzrs. Foot assumes that if a man’s just actions bring about his
death, they have ended in disaster. She fails to see that for anyone
concerned about justice, death for the sake of justice is not a
disaster. The disaster for him would be to be found wanting in
the face of death, and to seek the path of injustice and compromise,

Now, while I sympathize with the sort of approach Phillips
is taking in his paper, I am convinced that the position col-
lapses under inspection. First of all, Phillips claims that the
truly just man seeks the path of justice even when it is un-
profitable. But let us consider an extreme case. Say that a
soldier fighting for a just cause has been captured by the
enemy and his captors are subpecting him to terrible physical
torture in an effort to extract from him information as to where
his fellow soldiers are hiding. In that he has refused to reveal
their place of hiding even while he is being subjected to this
terrible torture, we may clearly say that the soldier is pursuing
the path of justice. But say now that the threat of death
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finally intimidates him to the point where he is willing to, and
does, reveal where his comrades are hiding. He has yielded
purely on grounds of self-interest. Would it be fair to say that
he was not, consequently, a truly just man? Would it be fair
to say that he was following the path of injustice? Com-
promise, maybe, but not injustice. The man was, after all,
willing to suffer great pain for the safety of his fellow soldiers
and the justice of their cause. Phillips fails to realize that one’s
being concerned with his own interest, even ultimately con-
cerned with it, does not preclude his being moral. In addition,
the fact that the soldier had so much to lose by being just is
a significant factor in our evaluation of the relative morality
of his action. If his self-interest had been threatened only
mildly (his captors threatened not to serve him potatoes with
his dinner), and he then went ahead and betrayed his com-
rades, we should regard the soldier as being immoral. But the
threat of death and the fact that he had so much to lose would
suggest that the soldier’s betrayal of his comrades was not
really blameworthy but morally neutral.

Then again, since morality involves consideration of in-
terests, should we not consider our own along with those of
others? The moral man is the man who considers all interests,
including his own. Whether his own is more important than
those of others is another problem altogether. There is such a
thing as being fair to onself or being just with oneself. Con-
sider this case: say that I lend a friend several thousand dollars
which he subsequently refuses to pay back. I can pursue one
of two options. I can pursue measures, legal or otherwise, to
make him return the money which rightfully and justly belongs
to me. Or, I can forget about the whole thing, feeling that one
ought to make sacrifices every so often in his life. If I choose
the latter option, then I have not been fair to myself. I have,
so to speak, committed an injustice against myself, for the
money is rightfully and justly mine. I am being immoral to
myself by slighting my own interests just as I would be im-
moral to others (or unjust with them) by slighting theirs.

Now we may consider the question of relative importance of
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interests and carry our criticism of Phillips a step further. In
a sense, self-interest is more than just one of the many interests
that must be considered by an individual. I have a privileged
status because I have a special metaphysical relation to myself:
I am myself. And when I am called upon to make a decision
involving the interests of various people, including myself, I
cannot act as a purely objective judge, treating myself as just
one more of many people. I am not just one more of many
people; I am myself.

Let me give an example of the sort of case I have in mind.
Suppose that I am with a man who is virtually the same as [
am. We are both of the same age, we have the same education,
and most important of all, we have the same social value.
Suppose now that a madman walks in and offers me the follow-
ing ultimatum: “I am going to shoot you or him. Pick the one
you want shot.” Suppose further that 1 have reason to believe
that this fellow means business. I suspect that, in such a
situation, I would tell the madman to shoot the other fellow.
Would I be immoral to do so? I do not believe I would be.
But of even more importance, would I be moral if I told the
madman to shoot me instead of the other fellow? I think not,
for it is no more just that I die than that he die. Perhaps I
would be nice, perhaps crazy, but I certainly would be no
more moral if I told the madman to shoot me instead of the
other fellow. For my decision would be morally neutral.

So far, though, all T have established is that one can be
moral without abandoning a sense of stronger obligation to
oneself than to others. I now want to consider Phillips’s claim
that the martyr—the man who sacrifices everything, his very
life—is unconcerned with his own interest. Phillips makes the
interesting move of adopting a form of hedonism, and yet he
does not seem to realize it. Phillips does not really want to
say that “x is good” reduces to “x produces the greatest
pleasure and the least pain for individual S or society T.” He
wants to say something very different. And yet, look at
Phillips’s concept of self-interest. Phillips wants to say that a
rogue’s life can be profitable. But is that not to assume a
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great deal? It is only in a very trivial sense that the thief who
steals from the just man is leading a more profitable life than
the latter. Fortune is not the end of man—or, at least, of the
wise and just man. What concerns us is that Phillips fails to
realize that the martyr who is willing to die for a just cause or
for his fellow man does not apparently consider it in his
interest to remain alive. Rather, given the circumstances, he
considers it in his interest to die for the just cause or for the
fellow man. The interests of men are not limited to financial
success, sexual conquest, and things of this sort. And so,
Phillips’s claim that the man who chooses justice does not
profit and has eschewed his own self-interest is, in the end, an
empty one. Along these lines we do not find Socrates holding
at his trial, “I am accomplishing all, but I am not really
satisfying my self-interest.” We find him saying, “ I see clearly
that the time had arrived when it was better for me to die and
be released from trouble.” (Plato, Apology.)*

Now, Phillips 1s quite aware that the martyr’s death is not a
disaster in the same way that the accidental death of a good
man is. He tells us explicitly that the martyr “ accomplishes
all” even in death and that the martyr avoids disaster., The
martyr, then, even for Phillips, is seen as profiting as a result of
his action, even though the profit is very different indeed from
the sort of profit the thief makes when he steals something
from someone. There are, we see, two sorts of profit, two sorts
of self-interest. There is that ultimately hedonistic sort of
self-interest which is the thief’s concern. We may regard this
as lesser self-interest. On the other hand, we find another sort
of self-interest at the heart of the martyr’s actions, which we
may regard as greater self-interest. If Phillips would object to
regarding a martyr’s sacrifice as being in his interest in this
special sense (as opposed to the sense Phillips had in mind in
his essay, I could only reply that I was thence unable to make
any sense of Phillips’s claim that the martyr “accomplishes
all ”” and ““ avoids disaster.” For I am sure that Phillips did not

* Jowett translation (Oxford).
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mean by these claims that the martyr accomplishes all for
society but nothing for himself or that the martyr avoids
disaster for others but not for himself. And, this being the case,
I see no reason for not saying, providing we make the distinc-
tion between lesser and greater self-interest, that in sacrificing
his life the martyr acted in his own interest as well as in the
interests of others.

We now have the underpinning of the models of the explana-
tion of the martyr’s behavior that we have been seeking. What
remains for us is to understand in what greater self-interest
consists, that is, in what way or ways the martyr sees it in his
Interest to die. When we understand that, we will then under-
stand how he is motivated. So let us consider the possible
models.

IIT

The most obvious explanation of greater self-interest is one
which involves the notion of reward after death. If a man
believes that there exists a God who will reward him with
eternal happiness for having sacrificed his worldly life for a
just cause, then it is clearly in that man’s interest to be a
martyr. But if the promise of reward is all that is motivating
the martyr, then is the martyr all that more noble than anyone
else, even the thief? This martyr is merely taking a calculated
risk, as he is working on the belief that if there is indeed a
just God—which he believes is likely—then the small sacrifice
he makes in this life will be repayed many times over in the
next. What, then, is there to praise in this martyr’s action?
His willingness to gamble? His preference for a more promising
reward? If this is all that greater self-interest amounts to, then
it is not really very different from lesser self-interest, and we
ought to be very cautious in our praise of the martyr motivated
by it.

The second model that comes to mind involves a different
promise of immortality, the immortality associated with the
fond remembrance of the martyr. All men are motivated to
some extent by a desire to leave some sort of legacy to their
society after they pass on. The martyr almost always leaves
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such a legacy, for he is apt to be remembered fondly and with
respect even by his enemies. People will say that he was a
great, or at the very least, a good man. So there is a reward
for this martyr, too, although it is a reward of a much more
abstract nature than that which the first martyr envisioned.

A third martyr is one who chooses to die in order to free
himself from pangs of conscience; martyrdom offers this man
freedom from internal sanctions. Say that an individual has
the option of sacrificing or risking his life to save some small
children and that this fellow is the sort of person who, if he
did not attempt to save those children, would suffer terrible
pangs of conscience throughout the remaining years of his life.
Knowing that he is such a person, he is likely, for reasons of
self-interest, to decide to risk his life for those children. This
martyr, the man who would not be able to live with his con-
science, profits from his act of martyrdom, but in a negative
way. His profit, his reward, is not having to live out an un-
bearable life. Now this is again a very abstract sort of profit,
reward, or interest. It is hard for most of us to comprehend it
very clearly, but that is, after all, why we do not choose to
martyr ourselves—because we can only understand motiva-
tions of this sort on a very abstract, almost unreal level.

I want to consider still another “ justification ” of martyrdom
along the lines of self-interest, and it involves self-fulfillment.
Few people can make the claim that they thoroughly under-
stand what life is all about. Perhaps none can. In any event,
most of us just go on living without worrying about any
central theme or any central goal which ought to be at core of
our life plans. All of us wonder at one time or other if life has
any significance at all, and we then look back at the life we
have lived and see it as being in some sense without meaning,
without direction, and without purpose. It is conceivable that
a man seek a fulfillment in his death which has eluded him in
his life. One is reminded of Dickens’ Sidney Carton, who chose
to die better than he lived. We praise a good painter because
he paints well; in a sense, when we praise the martyr, we are
doing so because that man chose to, and did, die well. And who
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is to say, after all, that self-preservation is innately better
than self-fulfillment? When we abandoned the theory of drives,
we abandoned with it the notion of a matural hierarchy of
values.

Here then are four models for the explanation of the martyr’s
behavior. There are, I am sure, more than four; in fact, I will
offer still another shortly. These four will suffice, however, to
show what I have wanted to show: first, that to sacrifice or
even suffer martyrdom is not to act against one’s interest but
to support that interest; and second, that the martyr acts no
more blindly and no more emotionally than the rogue, the
philosopher, or anyone else, for he, too, can offer very sound
reasons for his actions. We cannot accept those reasons in
leading our own lives, and that may simply be a matter of
different values or different taste, as I have been asserting.
But perhaps the martyr can actually see things which we
cannot, things to which we are just blind. For it is not simply
a case of our rejecting his course and his rejecting ours; he has
known our course and lived by it, but we shall have never lived
by his.

If the martyr is motivated by self-interest, does he deserve
to be praised? Granted, he is motivated by a different sort of
self-interest than the average man; but it is still self-interest.
We do not praise the martyr for supporting his own interest;
we praise him for supporting the interests of others. We praise
him for seeing that his interest lies in supporting the interests
of others. We do not praise him for doing good blindly,
emotionally, or accidentally; we do not praise him for doing
good because “it was right to do good.” We praise him for
doing good rationally: he had the very best reason for
doing good, notably, that it was in his interest to do so.
Phillips is quite right when he says that any attempt to find
a non-moral justification for a just action or a moral belief
is destined to fail; what Phillips fails to realize is that a moral
justification cannot be provided without reference to interests

somewhere along the line.
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There are some who will be unhappy with the explanatory
models I have provided. There are three objections which
might be brought against these models. First, they do not
account for the martyr’s sense of duty, obligation, or responsi-
bility. Second, they do not account for the martyr’s altruism,
his love for his fellow man. Third, they involve us in a deter-
minism no less serious than that of the theory of drives.

In responding to the first two criticisms, I should like to
bring a particular martyr into the discussion, the German
theologian, Dietrich Bonhoeffer. In addition to being one of
the most vociferous critics of both Nazism and the apathy
which nurtured it, Pastor Bonhoeffer was one of the key
figures in the German resistance to Hitler. He could have
remained in America, as his friends had urged him to do, and
he could have chosen to remain silent, as so many of his
colleagues and his countrymen had, for he was well aware of
the likely consequences of his action. But he chose instead to
pursue the course of justice and humanity in the face of those
very consequences, and he inevitably chose to die. The Nazis
caught up with him in April of 1948 and had him sent off to
Buchenwald. There he had little to eat, little companionship,
and only a Bible to read. Yet, according to one of his fellow-
prisoners, “he always semed to diffuse an atmosphere of
happiness, of joy in every smallest event in life, and of deep
gratitude for the mere fact that he was alive.” * It is said that
he never complained, and he believed that his time in prison
had not been wasted.® In April of 1945, in the last stages of
World War II, Bonhoeffer was removed from his cell and
executed.

Now, I am not disturbed by the criticism that my models
do not account for the martyr’s sense of duty, obligation, or
responsibility. I believe that they do, and that the concept of
duty is inherent in at least some of them—the ones involving

2 Terence Prittie, Germans Against Hitler (London: Hutchinson, 1964), p. 124.
3 Ibid., p. 125.
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freedom from internal sanction and self-fulfillment. But the
sense of duty embodied by these models is probably very
different from the one sought by the critic. Most moral phi-
losophers still think of duty, alas, in terms of a cold obedience
to some artificial rules. In his Ethics, Bonhoeffer has nothing
but scorn and ridicule for this view of duty, which he associates
with Kant. He tells us in the section of the work devoted to
“ Conscience ” that this view of responsibility misses the point:

From the principle of truthfulness Kant draws the grotesque con-
clusion that I must even return an honest “ yes” to the enquiry
of the murderer who breaks into my house and asks whether my
friend whom he is pursuing has taken refuge there; in such a case
self-righteousness of conscience has become outrageous presumption
and blocks the path of responsible action. Responsibility is the
total and realistic response of man to the claim of God and of our
neighbour; but this example shows in its true light how the
response of a conscience which is bound by principles is only a
partial one.*

As I see it, it is only partial because it has been divorced from
interests, which constitute the concrete reality of situations
involving moral decisions. While Bonhoeffer does not employ
this terminology, it is clear to me that this is what he had in
mind. One’s responsibility is ultimately a matter of considering
and judging how to support all interests; it is not just a matter
of enslaving oneself to some artificial rules.

I do not believe that my models have banished altruism and
love from the explanation of martyrdom, either. I again see
love as latent in the third and fourth models, and even in the
second, the one involving fond remembrance. 1t is his love for
his fellow man which seems to explain the martyr’s desire to be
remembered fondly by that fellow man. It is his love for his
fellow man that results in the internal sanctions. It is his love
for his fellow man that enables him to regard doing something
for his fellow man as leading him to self-fulfillment.

2 The English translation of the two quotativns from the Ethics is by Neville
Horton Smith. The translation is published by S. C. M. Press and also by
Macmillan.
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I am still not satisfied with this account of the role of love,
and so I am going to indulge now in a bit of mysticism, the sort
of mysticism which makes philosophy platable after all of the
presuppositions and possibilities have been laid out before us.
I want to offer a fifth model, but this model does not displace
the second, third, and fourth; it complements them. First I
shall consider Bonhoeffer’s account of “ deputyship,” which is
to be found in the Ethics:

The father acts for the children, working for them, caring for them,
interceding, fighting and suffering for them. Thus in a real sense
he is their deputy. He is not an isolated individual, but he combines
in himself the selves of a number of human beings. Any attempt to
live as though he were alone is a denial of the actual fact of his
responsibility. He cannot evade the responsibility which is laid on
him with his paternity. This reality shatters the fiction that the

subject, the performer, of all ethical conduct is the isolated in-
dividual.

I shall translate this deputyship-terminology into love-termin-
ology, by taking love in the following sense: when someone
loves someone else, what that involves is that the one who loves
sees the interest (and the component interests of that interest)
of the one he loves as being his own. The interests of the loved
become the interests of the lover: the lover combines in him-
self the selves of a number of human beings, and he combines
in his seli-interest the interests of a number of human beings.
This is not to say that he is sacrificing his interests for theirs.
It is not to deny the “ privileged status” of the self in one’s
thought and action. The self is itself expanded to encompass
more interests. This love-terminology may not be such a
mystical device after all, for it seems to be the simplest way
of dealing with the particular phenomena it is designated to
signify. The practical efficacy of the terminology lies in its
simplicity, and the existence of the pheonomena it signifies can-
not be denied, for their existence is empirically known.

This model 1s not meant to displace the others. It is a
general model which the others grow out of. Some acts of
martyrdom may not be able to be treated by the model-—such
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as the first martyr’s. Most acts of martyrdom, however, can
be explained in terms of it, in a general way, with the second,
third, or fourth models representing the fleshed-out versions of
this new model.

We see now where God comes into the picture of most
martyrs. It is not so much the reward that matters. It is that
the martyr sees his interests as being those of his God—justice,
dignity, love itselfi—and his act is seen by him to fit in with
some sort of universal plan, universal order. This is a complex
metaphysical business indeed, but that does not mean that it
is not at the heart of the religious martyr’s motivation.

We come, then, to the third criticism, that the models in-
volve us in a determinism no less serious than that of the
theory of drives. It is here that the “ basic” quality of some
phenomenon or entity in our models comes back to haunt us.
In the new models, those alternatives to the theory of drives,
there is still some “ basic,” something not to be explained or
reduced further. In the general model, it is the general phe-
nomenon of love; in the other models, it is either conscience,
internal sanctions, the desire for self-fulfillment, the desire to
be remembered fondly, or something else of this sort. Love and
conscience and the desire for self-fulfillment are no more ex-
plained in these models than drives are in the drive theorist’s
model. So, we seem to be left with a determinism in the new
models, just as we were left with a determinism in the theory of
drives. That determinism was a determinism of basic drives—it
saw all behavior as ultimately determined by drives which were
not themselves further explainable or reducible. The new de-
terminisms are determinisms of some basic love or desire—they
see some behavior as being ultimately determined by an in-
dividual’s capacity for love or self-fulfillment, or whatever. One
does not love rationally; the martyr may be said to have
decided to martyr himself rationally, for he can cite reasons for
his action, but he cannot cite reasons for loving his fellow man
or seeking to be remembered or seeking self-fulfillment. And so,
in the end, it turned out that Bonhoeffer martyred himself
simply because it just so happened that he had a capacity for
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love. Poor Hitler, Goebbels, and Streicher: they just did not
have that capacity for love—they could not collapse the in-
terests of others into theirs—and so it was determined that
they could not martyr themselves for a just cause. It just
turned out that way.

It is useless to try to avoid a determinism of basics in any
philosophical realm. The logician sits down with his first prin-
ciples and starts being rational after he has made himself aware
of those principles. The metaphysician sits down with his
dogma and starts being rational after he has made himself
aware of that dogma. A logician without first principles and a
metaphysician without a dogma cannot be rational, for they
have nothing to work with, nothing to be rational about. In
the realm of moral action, a man begins with his values—
what is important to him, the component interests of his
general interest—and, in consciously basing his actions upon
those basics, he acts rationally. His actions become a working-
out of his values.

Our models are not jeopardized by the existence of a deter-
minism of basics, because any model of behavior necessarily
involves basics. The only alternative sort of model could never
be set down or even be conceived of, for it would mvolve an
infinite regression of explanations and reductions. It does not
seem reasonable that a particular action which takes place in
finite time and finite space should require an endless chain of
explanations and reductions at higher and higher levels.

The practical efficacy of our models does not lie in the
avoidance of determinism, for a determinism of basics is not
avoidable. It lies in the fact that, in not explaining the be-
havior of the martyr beyond the level of his values—and his
allegiance to those values—the models enable us to retain our
traditional conception of the nobility of the martyr. We praise
a man for his commitment to values, not for his enslavement
to drives. In carrying explanation one step beyond values, the
drive theorist upsets the framework of our traditional concep-
tion of morality. And there is no good reason for his doing so.

Some will ask now, “But ought we praise the martyr for
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his values if they themselves are, like drives, in some sense
determined? ” This question is self-defeating, for it amounts to
asking, “ Ought we do such-and-such if ‘ ought ’ really does not
mean anything? ” Diogenes Laertius’s famous anecdote about
Zeno comes to mind. When the slave Zeno was scourging for
theft complained to Zeno that it was fated that he, the slave,
should steal, Zeno replied that it was fated that the slave
should be beaten. In that spirit, let us go on praising the
martyrs for their commitment to their values, as we always
have. They at least sense some commitment. It is the mystery
of reason that reason itself rests on its adversary, this arbitrary
commitment to a first principle, a dogma, or a value. If we try
to explain these arbitrary commitments away, we shall find
that there will only be new arbitrary phenomena to contend
with, And in the process of trading the old phenomena in for
new ones—say, interests for instincts—we shall have lost our
notion of commitment, our firm sense of direction, and what-
ever concept of human reason we managed to salvage with that
notion of commitment and that sense of direction.

JAY NEWMAN
York University
Toronto, Canada



GRACE AND FREE WILL IN JUSTIFICATION: A
TEXTUAL STUDY IN AQUINAS

[ )

of St. Thomas’s doctrine on the relationship of grace

and free will, divine and human action in the process

of justification, is followed step by step, though it may be of

identical conclusions. The resources of the historical method

force this procedure upon us, not simply for the sake of erudi-

tion but for the benefit of the doctrine itself, that we may more

easily follow its genesis and evolution over the changing years.

St. Thomas himself was conscious of the condition of pro-
gress in the thought of individuals and of society:

THIS IS AN historical study in which the development

If anyone proceeds to an investigation of truth he is helped to find
it by any preceding investigation. This is valid for the same man
who now sees what he did not see before, and also for different men
inasmuch as one takes what his predecessors discovered and adds
to it.?

In the course of this study we will see how closely this applies
to the author. We shall see him in the early works carrying
on a constant dialogue with his contemporaries and in particu-
lar with St. Albert the Great and the Franciscan St. Bonaven-
ture, accepting their discoveries and adding to them. And we
shall see him gradually emancipate himself from them, see
things which he did not see before, and finally arrive at the
term of his synthetic sweep in the Summa Theologiae.

In his early period St. Thomas twice treated the complex of
questions relating to grace, in the Commentarium in Sen-
tentias and in the De Veritate. As both works offer almost the
same doctrine and have the same notable differences with
respect to the later works, they can be studied together. The

* Cf. M-D. Chenu O.P. Introduction & UEtude de S. Thomas &’Aquin, pp. 234-5.
21 Ethic., lect. 2.
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first part of this analysis will be devoted to this study, the
second to the development which culminated in the Summa
Theologiae, and the concluding section to the reasons that
provoked this development.

TaHE EArRLY TErEACHING

I. Necessity of Preparation for Grace

Man is justified, St. Paul tells us, not by works but by faith,
and this a gratuitous gift of God.* On the other hand, turn to
me, says the Lord, and T will turn to you,* He who made you
without your consent will not justify you without it.> The
apparent contradiction between these texts presents the prob-
lem of the relationship between grace and free will. In what
sense is a preparation for justification, a turning to God,
necessary? And if it is necessary, how can justification be
gratuitous?

The theologians of the Middle Ages had worried over this
problem without coming to any uniform solution. Man must
prepare himself for justification, Bonaventure taught. By a
special privilege God can justify him without any special prepa-
ration, as he did in the case of St. Paul. But the general rule
is that man must dispose himself by a preparation which
precedes the act of justification.® St. Thomas is of another
opinion. True, every adult must prepare himself for the grace
of justification; but this preparation need not necessarily pre-
cede the infusion of grace, it suffices if it accompanies it. Paul
on the road to Damascus was instantly converted from his
intention of sinning,” but he prepared himself by cooperating
with the grace offered to him. The only preparation necessary
is a simple cooperation with grace.®

3 Rom. 8, 28 and 24.

+Zach, 1: 8.

S Qui fecit te sine te mon te justificat sine te. Aug., Serm.ad Popul. 169.
81V Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 2; q. 3, corp. et ad 1 and 2.

TIbid., q. 1, a. 2, sol. 1 ad 1.

8 Ibid., sol. 1 corp.
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Why is preparation for justification demanded? There are
two reasons: one is based on the nature of the will, the other
on the conditions of justification insofar as it is a species of
generation.’

The nature of the will demands that it cooperate in man’s
justification, for justification is a perfection of the will and
unless the will contributes something it would suffer violence,
receiving a perfection from an agent outside itself, which is
repugnant. The free will cannot be forced; libertas a coactione
is essential to it."* The will, then, must cooperate. As we have
seen, this cooperation need not precede justification; it is
enough if it accompanies it.

A further precision of this argument is given in the De
Veritate. Justification is a perfection of the will, in effect, a
change of will. Now “ will ” can mean both the faculty and its
act,” and though the faculty can be changed without its
cooperation, the act cannot, for if the will did not cooperate
in an act, it would not be its act. An adult sinner by his own
act is directed towards evil. He can only change this direction
by a contrary act of his will, and therefore every adult must
cooperate in his justification. The same is not the case with
infants. They are not directed towards sin by their own free
act but have only the faculty of will, and so they can be justi-
fied without any contribution on their part.*> The same reason-
ing applies to those who never have the use of reason and to
those who have it only occasionally, provided that in their
lucid intervals they have expressed a desire for baptism.*

The adult sinner, we have said, must cooperate in his justifi-
cation. This may give the false impression that, if he were
not a sinner, he could be justified without any cooperation.
Such a conclusion would be far from the thought of St.

® Ibid.

111 Sent., d. 25, q. 1, aa. 4 and 5. Cf. Lottin, Psychologie et Morale au
Moyen Age, pp. 226-1.

11 “ Voluntas accipitur et pro ipsa potentia et pro actu potentiae.” De Verit.,
q. 28, a. 8 c.

% Ibid.

13 Itid., ad 2.
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Thomas. The angels received grace in the moment of their
conversion to God.** Adam received it by turning to God the
instant he was created.”® It is not because he is a sinner that
man must cooperate but because justification without his co-
operation would be a violation of his free will, which is incon-
ceivable.

Can God, then, not change the will? Yes, he can change it,
but he cannot force it, he cannot do it violence.** To will
something is to be inclined towards it. Force or violence is
contrary to this inclination. When God changes the will, he
simply takes away the inclination it had and replaces it with
another, which is not to do violence to the will since it is now
led to something which is not contrary, but according to its
actual inclination. Just as if God were to change the inclination
of gravity to an upward rather than a downward attraction,
stones flying up rather than falling down would be no violation
of gravity.

There is another reason why man must prepare himself for
grace. A form can only be received in materia disposita.
Sanctifying grace or justification is a form received in the will.
Therefore the will must be disposed to receive it. The question
arises how is it to be disposed? St. Thomas replies:

It is up to the will to draw near to God by love and desire, and to
be oriented towards grace by the removal of the impediment which
is sin. By turning away from sin towards God man prepares him-
self for grace”

When a man so acts he is said to do what is in his power, and
he receives grace.

11 Sent., d. 5,q. 2, a. 1.

15 Ibid., d. 29, q. 1, a. 2.

1% “ Deus potest immutare voluntatem de necessitate, non tamen potest eam
cogere.” De Verit., q. 22, a. 8. Cf. II Sent., d. 25, q. 1, a. 2 ad 3; B. Lonergan,
“ St. Thomas’ Thought on Gratia Operans,” Theol. Stud., III (1942), p. 538.

17« . . in ipsa voluntate sit appropinquare Deo per affectum et desiderium, et
ordinari ad gratiam per remotionem impedimenti, quod quidem impedimentum est
peccatum; et ideo per displicentiam peccati et affectum ad Deum se aliquis ad
gratiam praeparat.” IV Sent. d. 17, q. 1, a. 2, qc. 2.
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This is to apply to justification the Aristotelian theory of
generation.”® St. Thomas constantly refers to it without ever
developing it at length, seemingly taking it for granted, which
is understandable when we realize that St. Albert had already
taught it.”* Justification is the movement towards justice, the
passage from the state of sin to the state of grace.* This latter
being considered as a form, justification is the movement
towards a form, which is generation.*

Every generation is a movement between two extremes, the
privation of the form and the form. Obviously between these
extremes there is no intermediary, just as there is no intermedi-
ary between non-being and being. There is no instant in which
there is an in-between non-being and being, the passage is
accomplished instantaneously. So it is in the case of justifica-
tion, the passage from the privation of grace to grace.”

Nevertheless, for a subject to receive a new form it must be
properly disposed, and in the case of justification there is a
remarkable peculiarity. In the physical world alteration im-
plies succession of time. Before the wood will take fire the
heat must dispel the dampness.”® But in the case of justifi-
cation there is no succession of time; it all takes place n
instanti. Two cases can arise. Either the movement of the will
constitutes a sufficient disposition for grace, in which case this
is given simultaneously,” or the movement of the will is not a
sufficient disposition, and then there is needed a succession,
each member creating a disposition closer to the necessary one
until finally this itself is posited and with it, again simultane-
ously, is given grace.

** Cf. H. Bouillard, Conversion et Grdce chez S. Thomas d’Aquin, pp 24-8.
1 IV Sent., d. 17, aa. 10-11.

20 ¢ Justificatio de sua ratione importat motum ad iustitiam . . . Ad hanc
iustitiam motus justificatio dicitur.” IV Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 1 qe. 1. Cf. De Verit.,
q.28, a. 1.

#*“ Generatio est motus ad formam ” De Principiis Naturae ad Fratrem
Silvestrum, ca.

22 De Verit.,, q. 28, a. 9 c.

28 VI1 Physic., lect. 6, in fine.

24 “ Forma et dispositio ad formam completam et abiectio alterius formae totum
est in instanti.” De Verit., q. 28, a. 9 c.
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Man must prepare himself to receive grace. How, then, is it
gratuitous? Is it not rather that man merits grace by disposing
himself towards it? Not at all, replies Aquinas. Nobody can
merit grace because it completely surpasses human nature and
leads to an end which no creature can attain by itself.”* God
does not justify us without our consent, it is true. But our
consent is not the cause of our justification; God justifies us
without our being in any way the cause of it.** However, do
not the good works we do before receiving grace in some real
sense merit it? Is it not at least convenient, de congruo, that
when man does what he can God does what he must do?

Many theologians of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries
thought that it was so convenient,” teaching that man merits
the grace of justification de congruo by doing what he can to
prepare himself for it. St. Albert the Great opposed this view.
Before receiving grace, no one can do anything to merit it.*
He knows others teach that the sinner by his good works merits
grace de congruo. But it is not true, he says, though it could
be said that in virtue of his good works the sinner merits grace
de minus incongruo than he who has no good works.*® Albert’s
position is clear: he shows respect for a consecrated formula,
but he judges it to be inexact.

Many commentators hold that, at least in the Commen-
tarium in Sententias, St. Thomas was in the Franciscan stream
with regard to meriting grace de congruo®® Several texts are
quoted:

We say that by free will alone man can prepare himself for santify-
ing grace. For doing what is in his power he receives grace from
God.3

2 I1 Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 4.

28 “(Deus) iustificat nos sine nobis virtutem causantibus.” Ibid., a. 2 ad 7.

*7 Cf. A. Landgraf, “ Die Vorbereitung auf die Rechtfertigung und die Eingiessung
der heiligmachenden Gnade in der Fruhscholastik,” Scholastik, 6 (1931), pp. 354-
70; J. Riviére, “ St. Thomas et le Merite de congruo,” Rev. Sc. Relig. (1927), p. 642.

28 IT Sent., d. 28, a. 2 sol.

29 I71 Sent., d. 18, a. 1 sol.

80 Vide Riviere, loc. cit., pp. 643-644; J. Stufler, “ Die entfertne Vorbereitung auf
die Rechtfertigung nach dem hl. Thomas,” Z. Kath. Theol., 47 (1923), p. 168.

8 “ Dicimus quod ad gratiam gratum facientem habendam ex solo libero abitrio
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Evidently good works are dispositions for grace; all are agreed
on that. But, they say, St. Thomas does not regard them
simply as dispositions but as real causes which create in us a
capacity for the supernatural: causant quamdam habilitatem
ad gratiam.?*> Every bit as much as Alexander of Hales and
Bonaventure, Aquinas does not hesitate to regard good works
as constituting merit de congruo.®

Others opine that here, as elsewhere, St. Thomas followed
his master.>* As does St. Albert, he uses the formula “ merit
de congruo” out of respect for those who have consecrated it,
but it does not seem to him to be exact. This appears from an
examination of the texts. He puts to himself the objection: it
would be unjust of God to give grace to anyone who was not
worthy. But we are only worthy to receive what we have
merited. Therefore anyone who receives grace has merited it.*
The reply: God gives grace to those who are unworthy, in
this sense that he gives it to those who are not sufficiently
worthy but who have some disposition for it. Because of this
disposition they are said, in some way, to merit grace de
congruo. From this one connot conclude that God is unjust,
but that he is liberal.** St. Thomas, therefore, does not teach
merit de congruo; he simply uses the formula,*” indicating that
it is exact only in a certain sense: quodammodo.®® Finally, he
expressly indicates in what sense it may be used, namely, inas-

se homo potest praeparare; faciendum enim quod in se est gratiam a Deo conse-
quitur.” II Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 4.

8211 Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 4.

38 ¢ Actibus talibus (i.e., praeparatoriis) non meretur quis gratiam sibi ex
condigno, sed solum ex congruo.” Ibid., a. 6.

3¢ Cf., for example, Bouillard, op. cit., p. 33.

38 I1 Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 4, obj. 4.

38 “ Deus dat gratiam indignis quia (dat) his qui non sunt sufficienter ad hoc
digni, sed tamen habent aliquam dispositionem ad recipiendum, ex quo dicuntur
quodammodo ex congruo gratiam mereri; nec ex hoc sequitur quod sit iniustus, sed
liberalis.” Ibid., ad 4.

s7¢_ . . dicuntur quodammodo mereri gratiam de congruo.”

8 Riviere, loc. cif., notes this “ quodammodo ” and judges that it is but a
difference in nuance, not a basic divergence. He cites a text of Alexander of
Hales in which man is said to have “ quodammodo meritum condigni per usum
gratiae ” with respect to glory.
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much as it indicates a disposition to receive grace.®*® In a

following article he again mentions that by acts prior to the
reception of grace man merits it de congruo.*® But here again
the consecrated formula is simply used. He does not reject it,
but neither does he make it his own. And elsewhere he clearly
distinguishes disposition and merit de congruo. By prayer man
can merit grace de congruo for others; for himself it is only dis-
position.**

It is only, then, in a non-proper sense that we can speak of
merit de congruo with respect to grace. St. Thomas’s real
thought is that he who has not already received grace can in
no way merit it.** In the De Veritate there is no more mention
of merit de congruo, and in the Summe Theologiae we will find
it completely subordinated to merit de condigno.*

Although the natural good works which precede justification
do not cause it, they do produce a certain disposition for it.**
Almighty God has the same design for all. The diversity of
graces depends on the diversity of capacity in the recipients,
which in turn depends on the complex of innate and acquired
dispositions. In this way the good works of a man contribute
to his share of grace. They are not active principles with regard
to it; they simply create in him a material disposition.* Tt
is in this way that causant quamdam habilitatem ad gratiam is
to be understood.*

Philip the Chancellor had opened up the way towards this

89 <« 2

. . habent aliquam dispositionem ad recipiendum, ex quo dicuntur. . . .

4% Vide note 33.

4r< . praedestinationem iuvare . .. vel ex condigno . . . vel ex congruo, sicut
aliquis orando pro aliquo alio meretur ei primam gratiam . . . vel per modum
dispositionis, sicut quando quis praeparat se ad habendam gratiam.” I Sent.,
d. 41, q. 1, a. 4.

42 I1 Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 4.

43111, q. 114, aa. 3,5, 6.

44 “ Gratia excedit omnem proportionem naturae; unde actus naturales non
possunt merita respectu gratiae dici, sed dispositiones remotae tantum.” II Sent.,
d. 27, q. 1, a. a ad 5; “ Opus bonum praecedens gratiam non est causa meritoria
eius, sed solum dispositio quaedam.” [ Sent., d. 41, q. 1, a. 8.

¢ ] Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 3.

48 11 Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 4.
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solution in the Summa de Bono.*” But there was still a diffi-
culty which St. Thomas saw. If God has the same design
towards all, and the measure of grace is regulated by man’s
disposition, then he who does whatever lies in his power neces-
sarily receives grace. Man seems to take grace by storm, God’s
liberty is overpowered. The rejection of this argument lies in
the distinction of absolute and hypothetical necessity: man
receives grace necessarily, not absolutely, for God is not subject
to such necessity, but hypothetically, de necessitate ex suppo-
sitione divina ordinis, by which God has willed to give grace
to each according to his capacity.*® If preparation for grace
necessarily results in grace being given, it is only because God
has so ordained it. Grace is due to the gratuitous goodness of
God with whom the initiative always rests, a fact which we
will find underlined with greater emphasis in the succeeding
sections.

II. Sanctifying Grace, Principle of Justification

The only necessary disposition for the reception of justifying
grace, the only sufficient one, is the conversion of the will which
coincides with it. What is the relation between these two, grace
and conversion? Is grace simply a perfection which is added to
the act of conversion or does it produce it? Is grace an orna-
ment of conversion or its principle? The answer to these
questions demands an analysis of the act of justification.

Four elements can be distinguished in the process of justi-
fication considered as a generation. In every generation in
which which one form is corrupted, another produced, there
must be a twofold disposition, one to the first form, the other
to the second. In justification this twofold disposition is a
movement of the will towards God and a movement of the
will away from sin.** Therefore the four elements in the

#7Cf. A. Landgraf, Scholastik, 6 (1931), p. 239.

8 IV Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 2 sol. 8.

4% “ Sicut per motum liberi arbitrii in Deum disponitur ille qui iustificatur ad
gratiam obtinendam, ita per motum liberi arbitrii in peccatum oportet quod ad
culpae expulsionem disponatur.” IV Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 3 sol. 4.
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justification of the sinner are the infusion of grace, the move-
ment of the will to God, the movement of the will away from
sin, the remission of sin.** There is no temporal succession
involved; in the one undivided instant grace is infused, the
movement of the will takes place and sin is remitted. Justifi-
cation is not a successive process but simultaneous.’

This theory of justification is by no means peculiar to St.
Thomas. It is common Scholastic doectrine. Though there
is a priority of nature among the various elements,”* we are
concerned here only with the relation which exists between the
infusion of grace and the remission of sin on the one hand, and
the movements of the will disposing towards them, faith,
charity, contrition,”® on the other. In other words, we are
concerned only with relationship between the action of God
and the action of man in the process of justification.

Attempts to establish this exact relationship had been made
before Aquinas. Three he rejects: the movement of the will
is anterior to the infusion of grace in the order of nature, not
of time; the movement of the will informed by grace necessarily
succeeds the infusion of grace in the order of nature, though it
precedes the remission of sin; ** the infusion of grace and the
remission of sin both precede the double movement of the will
without any reciprocity.”® The infusion of grace and the re-
mission of sin admit no intermediate.’® Thus the free acts must
either precede both or follow both. But they cannot simply

8 Cf. De Verit., q. 28.
a.1 Utrum iustificatio impii sit remissio peccatorum. (Sic)
a.2 Utrum peccatorum remissio possit esse sine gratia. (Nullo modo)
a.4 Utrum motus liberi arbitrii in Deum ad ijustificationem requiratur. (Sic)
a.5 Utrum in impii iustificatione requiratur motus liberi arbitrii in peccatum.
(Sic)

52 IV Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 5 sol. 3.

®2Ct. Ibid., a. 4 sol. 1.

52 Cf. Ibid., a. 3 sols. 8 and 4.

5 De Verit., q. 28, a. 3. The movement of the will to God is characterized as a
movement of fides caritate formata, the movement away from sin as detestatio
peccati.

55 Ibid., a. 8 c.

58 IV Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 4 sol. 2.



GRACE AND FREE WILL IN JUSTIFICATION 611

precede, for they cannot be meritorious before grace is infused.
Nor can they simply follow, for they are dispositions to the
remission of sin.’” It may be noted that here St. Thomas
explicitly rejects his later seriation that places the free acts
after the infusion of grace but prior to the remission of sin,*®
a position all the more surprising in view of the fact that he
had already *° formulated his view that the infusion of grace
involved a change in the inclination of the will.*®

St. Thomas’s own explanation is along a line already mapped
out by St. Albert who had distinguished three points of view.*
If the nature is considered as a form the priority is the follow-
ing: infusion of grace, double movement of the will, remission
of sin. If it is considered as matter, then detestation of sin
comes first, followed by conversion to God, infusion of grace,
remission of sin, in that order. If one considers the genesis of
the nature, then the order is remission of sin, movement of the
will, infusion of grace. Other theologians had advanced similar
explanations and St. Thomas did nol differ from them.

Each element in the justification process has priority but
from a different point of view. In the order of material
causality, the double movement of the will precedes the in-
fusion of grace and the remission of sin. In the order of formal
causality, however, it is precisely the inverse.®® There is there-
fore reciprocal priority of grace and free will in instantaneous
justification. The will’s movement of conversion in which grace
is infused is disposition to grace insofar as it proceeds from the
will, meritorious insofar as it proceeds from grace. Free will
furnishes the substance of the act, grace the form which makes
it meritorious.*

What precisely did St. Thomas mean by this reciprocal

5" De Verit., q. 28, a. 8 c.

8 Summa Theol., q. 1183, a. 8.

5 De Verit., q. 22, a. 8.

% Cf. Lonergan, loc. cit., pp. 86-7.

811V Sent., d. 17, a. 11.

%2 Vide Bouillard, op. cit., p. 46; Landgraf, art. cit., p. 503.

8 De Verit, q. 28, a. 8. Cf. IV Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 4 sol. 2.
8¢ I1 Sent., d. 5, q. 2, a. 1 corp. and ad 1.
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priority? How, in his earlier thought, did he conceive the role
of grace in the act of conversion to God away from sin? To
understand this we must now consider the notion of sanctifying
grace as a habit.

Albert had already characterized grace not just as form but
as habit, the idea of which had been formulated by Philip,
Chancellor of the University of Paris.”® Now immediately
following a habit there 1s an act,”® it inclines to act. Grace,
therefore, moves the free will the very moment it is conferred.”’
Joined to the free will it becomes the principle of merit. Free
will furnishes the matter of the act, grace the form by which it
1s meritorious.®®

Here St. Thomas follows his master very closely. When it
informs the soul, grace moves to meritorious acts not alone
but in cooperation with the will.®* What is the relationship
between their two roles? It is that of matter to form. Free
will furnishes the substance of the meritorious act, grace the
form of merit.” Has not, then, the will the principle role, the
substance of the act? Is not grace a mere complement added to
what the will has already provided? ™ Not at all. Grace has
the principle role, because it inclines the will to act per modum
naturae.”

%% Cf. Lonergan, loc. cit., Vol. II (1941), p. 307.

¢ “ Habitum immediate sequitur actus.” II Sent., d. 26, a. 6 sol.

87 Ibid., ad 7 ad quaest. 1.

8% “Idco dicitur cooperans quia liberum arbitrium in merito ministrat materiam
actus; sed forma per quem est efficacia meriti dat gratia.” Ibid., a. 6 sol.

8 “ Halitus effective causat opus. Ita gratia motum meritorium voluntatis
operatur eliciendo ipsum.” II Sent., d. 26, q. 1, a. 5 ad 2; “ Quia inclinat (gratia)
in talem actum per modum cuiusdam naturae ideo ipsa sola dicitur operari, non
quod sine libero arbitrio operatur, sed quia est principalior causa.” De Verit., q. 27,
a. 5 ad 3. “ Ex hoc enim quod voluntas est informata aliquo habitu, sequitur quod
in actum volendi exeat.” Ibid., ad 2; cf. Lonergan, loc. cit., p. 314s.

7 ¢ Liberum arbitrium administrat substantiam actus et a gratia est forma per
quam meritorius est; . . . et propter hoc dicitur cooperans, quasi complens illud
quod per liberum arbitrium ut praeiacens exhibetur.” II Sent., d. 26, q. 1, a. 5
ad 4. Cf. the resemblance of these texts of St. Thomas to those of St. Albert cited
above.

" Vide note 70, “ quasi complens.”

™ Vide note 69.
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Is grace a formal or efficient principle? It is, in fact, both,
though its efficient causality depends on an already existing
formal causality. The formal causality of grace with respect to
the act of the will is easily explained, for

as the habit formally perfects the faculty, whatever in the faculty’s
act is from the habit is formal with respect to the substance of the
act. And so the habit is the formal principle of an accomplished
act.”®

Its efficient causality flows from this. The faculty and the
habit which perfects it are in the same category of causality
since the habit supplies what is lacking in the faculty. But the
faculty 1s efficient cause of its act. Therefore the habit also is
in the category of efficient causality.™ Faculty and habit, will
and grace, exercise a common eflicient causality on the free act.
However, their functions are not to be confused. The habit,
form of the faculty which produces the act, is the efficient cause
of the formation of the act,” which again underlines the fact
that the premier role of the habit is that of formal cause; its
role as efficient cause depends on this.”®

In this way St. Thomas demonstrates the intimate relation-
ship of free will and grace. They are not simply coordinated
principles but one single principle, as matter and form are
one single being. The moment grace is given the will moves
towards God and away from sin, for when the will is informed
by any habit it produces an act of willing.”” One single act
proceeds from the one principle of grace and free will. From
grace it has the form of merit, from free will it has the char-

78 ¢ Gjcut habitus formaliter perficit potentiam, ita quod ex habitu relinquitur in
actu est formale respectu substantiae actus quam potentia ministrat; et sic habitus
est formale principium actus formati. . . . De Verit., q. 28, a. 8 ad 4 in contr.

™ De Verit., q. 28, a. 8 obj. 4 in contr. This part of the objection is not rebutted
in the answer, and therefore is assumed to be St. Thomas’s teaching. Cf. note 69
“ Habitus effective causat opus.”

75 De Verit.,, q. 28, a. 8 ad 4 in contr.

78 For a discussion of this cf. Lonergan, loc. ¢it.,, Vol. II, pp. 316-17.

77 “ Ex hoc quod voluntas est informata aliquo habitu, sequitur quod in actum
volendi exeat.” De Verit,, q. 27, a. 5 ad 2.
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acter of final disposition for grace. Without the free will grace
cannot be given, justification is impossible.

III. Dwvine Motion, Ultimate Principle of Justification

The ultimate disposition for justification is produced under
the influence of grace which inclines the free will to meritorious
act. In this process the will is not simply passive, it cooperates
with grace. This cooperation is not determined by grace-
habitus which does not set the will in action but only inclines
to it. The question then arises, does the will require another
grace to set it in motion towards cooperation or does it move
under its own power?

This question had already been discussed before St.
Thomas.” The tendency of the Franciscan school had been
to affirm that to prepare oneself for justification a grace quite
distinet from sanctifying grace, gratia gratum faciens, was
necessary. It was called gratia gratis data. St. Bonaventure
explained why it was necessary. Free will cannot dispose itself
for sanctifying grace as it ought—de congruo—because grace
so exceeds natural knowledge that it cannot be known or asked
for without a movement from God; without, in other words, a
gratia gratis data which is a grace midway between sanctifying
grace and the free will.”

The opposite solution was proposed by William of Auxerre,
followed by the growing Dominican school. No sinner is de-
prived of every grace; the free will by its own power can turn
to God.* St. Albert followed this path. No sinner is deprived
of every grace: {fear, hope, fides informis, angelic influence,
with these he can avoid sin and even without them he can
resist temptation.®® Note Albert’s point of view. He speaks of
avoiding sin without grace, not of disposing oneself for justifi-

"¢ Vide A. Landgraf, “ Die Erkenntnis der heiligmachenden Gnade in der Fruh-
scholastik,” Scholastik, 3 (1928), pp. 28-64; 6 (1931), pp. 42-3, 245-6, 501;
Z.Kath. Theol., 55 (1931), p. 206.

" I1 Sent., d. 28, a. 2, q. 1.

80 Cf. Bouillard, op. cit., pp. 64-5.

81 17 Sent., d. 25, a. 6 sol.
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cation, for he does not admit disposition to grace and so does
not need to speculate on its conditions.

St. Thomas again follows his master and opposes the Francis-
cans. If gratia gratis data is accepted as a habit, it is not
required to move the will to cooperate with gratia gratum
factens, for if the ultimate disposition is under the influence of
this latter, there is no need for another habit to influence the
remote dispositions. Free will is enough. He justifies his
position by three arguments.

Preparation for grace is not made by acts proportionate to
grace, as merit is proportionate to its reward. Therefore it is
not necessary that man prepare himself for grace by acts which
surpass the natural power of his faculties. His nature is a
material power with respect to grace, so the acts of the natural
virtues are material dispositions for it. To prepare himself for
grace man has no need of another, preceding grace.*

If it is admitted that another grace-habit is necessary to
prepare oneself for habitual, sanctifying grace, then it must be
admitted that another is need to prepare oneself for that, and
so on indefinitely. As there must be a beginning somewhere
and, as there is no reason to stop at this grace rather than
that, it is better to admit from the beginning that man by his
own power can prepare himself for grace.®® If the free will has
not the power to prepare itself for grace, no perfection added
to it will sufficiently prepare it.

Besides, to prepare oneself for grace is to do what one can
according to the adage: God gives grace to him who does what
lies in his power. But we can only do what is within the power
of our free will, and so if man cannot prepare himself for grace
by his free will alone, then to do what is in one’s power is not
to prepare oneself for grace.®* The conclusion is as before: if
man cannot prepare himself for grace by free will alone, he
cannot do it in any way.

Man, therefore, does not need an infused habit to prepare

82 77 Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 4.

88 Ibid. Cf. De Verit., q. 24, a. 15.
8¢ De Verit., loc. cit. Cf. II Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 4.
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himself for the grace of justification. He can do it by free will
alone. But does he not at least require an actual grace, a divine
help distinct from the natural concursus? Aquinas replies in
the affirmative. To prepare himself for grace man needs special
divine help, but as to the nature of this help he, Thomas,
hesitates in the Commentarium in Sententias and the De
Veritate.®

The necessity of this divine help is deduced from the general
principle: omne motum necesse est ab alio moveri. The move-
ment of a living thing which has been at rest must necessarily
be preceded by other movements which excite it to action.*’
And so it is with man whose will, preparing for justification,
turns towards God and away from sin. He must be moved
either by external events such as a monition, an illness or the
like, or by an internal impulse manifesting the divine action
on the soul, or perhaps by both at the same time. All of these
are granted to him by the mercy of God. If one, then, under-
stands by gratia gratis data divine providence mercifully direct-
ing man towards good, it is undouktedly true that without it
man cannot prepare himself for justification.®

There is a text which seems to teach that for the final
disposition or meritorious conversion no other grace is neces-
sary beyond sanctifying grace itself. With this free will alone
suffices.®® St. Thomas forgot to mention—maybe for him it
was too obvious to mention—that the act of conversion itself
has God for first cause, since he operates in every nature.®® The

8% Bouillard, op. cit., p. 71.

88 V111 Physic.

8" De Verit., q. 24, a. 15.

88 Ad eliciendum actum conversionis sufficit liberum arbitrium quod se ad
habendam gratiam per hunc actum proeparat et disponit. Sed efficacia conversionis
ad meritum non potest esse nisi per gratiam; unde unus et idem motus est in quo
gratia infunditur, qui est dispositio ad gratiam secundum quod exit a libero
arbitrio, et meritorius secundum quod gratia informatur.” II Sent., d. 5, q. 2, a. 1.

8¢ “ Cum dicitur quod habens caritatem diligit Deum propter seipsum, ly
¢ propter * denotat habitudinem finis et efficientis, quia ipse Deus superaddit naturae
unde in eius dilectionem tendit. Sed cum dicitur de carente caritate quod diligit
Deum propter seipsum, ly ‘propter’ denotat habitudinem finis et non efficientis
proximi, NISI SICUT DEUS IN OMNI NATURA OPERANTE OPERATUR.”
II Sent., d. 8, q. 4, unic ad 1.
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divine help which is necessary is sometimes the very act of will
which God accomplishes in us and by which we are prepared
for grace.”

As has been demonstrated, the grace necessary to prepare
man for justification is not to raise his action to a supernatural
level but simply to bring it into being. It does not confer on
the will any transitory elevation but merely sets it in motion.
Its necessity is explained by the principle, omne motum necesse
est ab alio moveri, to which St. Thomas expressly alludes.”
Therefore if we accept grace not as a habit but as the mercy
and providence of God, it is as necessary for non-meritorious
action as for meritorious, for man can do natural good without
grace, but not without God. When we speak of grace, however,
we usually mean a justifying habit,”* and so we can conclude
that for St. Thomas the grace necessary to prepare oneself for
justification is not gratia gratum faciens but simply a divine
motion.

From this consideration it appears how unjust it is to accuse
St. Thomas of being Semipelagian. He teaches clearly that
man cannot prepare himself for grace without the help of God.
True, this divine help is not necessarily in the interior of the
soul; it is enough that the will be set in motion by some exterior
occasion. But the initiative always lies with God who arranges
all with a view to salvation. This is quite in accord with
Augustinian doctrine ** and equally opposed to that condemned
at the Second Council of Orange.

It is true that certain phrasestaken out of context surprise us
with their resemblance to Semiplagian propositions. Certainly

°0 IT Sent., d. 28, g. 1, a. 4 corp. and ad 2.

o Ibid.

%2 D¢ Verit., q. 24, a. 14. Cf. IT Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 1.

93 ¢« Attendat et videat non ideo tantum istam voluntatem divino muneri tri-
buendam, quia ex libero arbitrio est, quod nobis naturaliter concreatum est; verum
etiam quod visorum suasionibus agit Deus, ut velimus et ut credamus, sive ex-
trinsecus per evangelicas exhortationes, ubi et mandata legis aliquid agunt, si ad hoc
admonent hominem infirmitatis suae, ut ad gratiam iustificantem credendo
confugiat; sive intrinsecus, ubi nemo habet in potestate quid ei veniat in mentem,

sed consentire vel dissentire propriae voluntatis est.” De Spiritu et Littera, c. 84,
n. 60. PL 44, 240.
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had St. Thomas known this similarity to condemned doctrine
he would have avoided such ambiguous expressions. But he
did not know, and so we cannot reproach him with doctrinal
error, but only with a lack of information on a point of positive
theology.”* We shall see that, when he became aware of the
difficulties and of his divergence from Augustine, he modified
his doctrine as a consequence.

THE SYNTHESIS

After the completion of the Commentarium in Sententias
(1254-1257) and the De Veritate (1256-1259), St. Thomas left
Paris for Italy where he taught for nine years (1259-1268) .°*"
It was only on his return from there that he tock up again,
probably in 1271, the compilation of the Summa Theologiae at
the second part. Herein we find his perfected theory of the
relationship of grace and free will. In this section of our study,
we shall expose the new doctrine, compare it with the old, and
note where they agree and where they differ.

I. Necessity of Preparation for Grace

Sanctifying grace and the supernatural virtues which accom-
pany it are infused by God as the principal cause. But man
cooperates by acts of faith, hope, fear, charity ** which dispose
him for it. Insofar as these acts are supernatural, they proceed
from the infused virtues and so do not dispose towards grace.
They dispose inasmuch as they are free acts. Preparation for
grace does not mean a series of supernatural acts by which man
moves progressively nearer to justification; rather, it is the free
act by which he cooperates in the very act of his justification.
In the Summa, as in the earlier works, preparation for grace
means cooperation with grace. It is the part of man in justi-
fication.

Why is this preparation necessary? Aquinas is content to

%4 Cf. Bouillard, op. ¢it., pp. 84-87.
42 These dates are accepted from Mandonnet, Destrez, Chenu, Bibliographie

Thomiste, pp. xiii and xv.
9 Cf. Summa Theol., I-II, q. 118, aa. 8,4,5.
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repeat the two reasons already given: God moves each being
according to its nature; it is natural for man to have freedom of
choice; therefore he is not moved to justification without a free
act on his part.”® No form can exist except in materia dis-
posita.”” Therefore, since justification is a generation,” the
acquiring of a form,” man must be disposed and only when he
is sufficiently disposed is the form received. In natural genera-
tion the disposing agent needs time, but with his infinite power
God can dispose instantaneously, especially in the case of the
will whose movement by nature is instantaneous. Therefore it
is by a single free act, simultaneous with the infusion of grace,
that man is disposed for grace.**

The classical example is that of St. Paul. While he was on
his way to sin, God completely changed his heart: Paul heard
the voice of God, heeded it, cooperated with it and instantly
received grace.'®* This is what happens in every case. Justifi-
cation is never effected without the free cooperation of man,°?
which is at the same time an act of faith, charity, contrition, a
movement away from sin and towards God.*® It is worth
noting that no longer is it called ““ultimate disposition” but
“ sufficient disposition ”*** or “ perfect preparation”°® for
grace.

Another noteworthy characteristic is that now St. Thomas
delays less over justifying the necessity of man’s cooperation
than he did in the earlier works. Now he insists more on the
fact that cooperation itself is a gift from God. No human
preparation precedes the divine movement, it all comes from
God who moves the soul to good. Even the free movement of

° Ibid., q. 118, a. 3 c.

®7 Ibid., q. 112, a. 2 c.

8 Ibid., q. 118, aa. 1 and 7.

99 ¢ (Generatio) est ex privatione ad formam.” Ibid., a. 1 c.
100 Ibid., q. 113, a. 7.

10t Ibid., q. 112, a. 2 ad 2.

192 Itid., q. 118, a. 3 and a. 7 ad 1.

108 1hid., aa. 4 and 5.

1%¢ Ibid., a. 7 c.

1% Ibid., q. 112, a. 2 ad 2.
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the will by which man cooperates in the reception of sanctify-
ing grace has God for its principal cause. If a disposition or
preparation is necessary, it is not in this sense that God cannot
act unless he finds it already accomplished but rather that he
causes it."*® Preparation for grace is the work both of God and
of man. In the Commentarium in Sententias and De Veritate
it appears more as man’s work; in the Summa Theologiae more
as God’s.

Given this principal causality of God in the act of prepara-
tion for grace, there is no difficulty in reconciling the necessity
of preparation with the gratuity of justification. Is grace given
necessarily to him who does what he can? Not at all, if doing
what one can is considered as being from the free will. Cer-
tainly, if it is considered as being from God; for the intention of
God who moves the free will to preparation precisely that it
may be justified cannot not be fulfilled, non quidem coactionis
sed infallibilitatis.”*” The gratuity of justification is assured by
the infallible intention of God relative to the individual, who is
justified by a particular decision of God and an interior action
in the will which cooperates.

In the corresponding article in the Commentarium in Sen-
tentias °® St. Thomas had sought to give a different assurance
to this question. The man who prepares himself necessarily
receives grace, not of absolute necessity but hypothetical—ex
suppositione divini propositi ***—inasmuch as God has willed
to give grace to each according to his capacity. Preparation on
man’s necessarily results in the infusion of grace, which is
nevertheless a gratuttous gift of God because God in his
goodness has willed to give it to all who do what is in their

106 « Nylla praeparatio requiritur ex parte hominis quasi praeveniens divinum
auxilium; sed potius quaecumque praeparatio in homine esse potest ex auxillio Dei
moventis animam ad bonum. Et secundum hoc ipse bonus motus liberi arbitrii quo
quis praeparatur ad donum gratiae suscipiendum est actus liberi arbitrii moti a
Deo.” Ibid., q. 112, a. 2 ¢,; “ Ad hoc quod Deus gratiam infundat animae, nulla
praeparatio exigitur quam ipse non facit.” Ibid., ad 3.

197 Ibid., q. 112, a. 8 c.

18 7y Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 2 sol. 3.

1% Cf, pp. 608-609 supra.
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power. Therefore, the gratuity of justification is assured by a
general decision of God, established once for all, to give grace
to all who do what they can to obtain it.

Everything, therefore, even the disposition to grace, depends
on God; justification is entirely gratuitous. There is no longer
any question of meriting grace, even de congruo, in any real
sense of the word. Merit de congruo which had been retained
at least verbally in the earlier works is now completely sub-
ordinated to merit de condigno. It depends entirely on sancti-
fying grace, insofar as

it seems convenient that God should reward according to his power
the man who does what lies in him.°

II. Perfect Preparation and the Infusion of Grace

A free act of faith and charity, we have seen, constitutes the
perfect preparation for grace. We must now consider what is
the principle of this act. Is it sanctifying grace itself, or is it
that divine movement of the will which St. Thomas calls
auxilium Det moventis, and we actual grace? Both positions
have had their adherents *** and both can be authorized by
texts from the Master.'”” Are we to conclude, then, that
Aquinas’s position was fluid or was it perhaps more complex
than his commentators have realized?

In the Prima Secundae'® St. Thomas enquires: Is the
infusion of grace first in the order of nature among the elements
which are required for the justification of the sinner? His

120 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 114, a. 8 c.; cf. aa. 5 and 6.

11 Cf. Bouillard, op. cit., pp. 5-6, 8, 12; Stufler, De Deo Operante, pp. 342ss.;
Boyer, Tractatus de Gratia Divina, pp. 383-386; John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theo-
logicus, disp. 28, a. 2 n. 12; Suarez, De Gratia, 1. 8, c. 14, nn. 5-10.

1224 Perfect preparation depends on habitual grace:

“Tota iustificatio impii originaliter consistit in gratiae infusione. Per eam

enim et liberum arbitrium movetur et culpa remittitur.” Summa Theol.,

I-II, q. 118, a. 7.

“ Ipsa igitur Del moventis motio est gratiae infusio.” Ibid., a. 8.

# Perfect preparation depends on divine motion:

“Ita infundit donum gratiae iustificantis, quod etiam simul cum hoe movet
liberum arbitrium ad donum gratiae acceptandum. Ibid., q. 113, a. 3.
113 Ibid., q. 118, a. 8 corp. and ad 2.



622 MICHAEL G. LAWLER

answer clarifies the question under consideration and so must
be given in full.

In the order of nature there is a priority among the elements
required for the justification of the sinner. First is the infusion of
grace, second the movement of the will towards God, third the
movement of the will away from sin, fourth the remission of sin.
The reason is this: in every movement, first is the action of the
mover, then the disposition of the matter or the movement of the
thing moved, and last the term of the movement. The action of
God-mover is the infusion of grace; the disposition or movement of
the thing moved is the double movement of the will; finally the
term of the movement is the remission of sin.

In the order of nature, the disposition of the subject precedes the
reception of the form, but it comes after the action of the agent
which disposes it. That is why in the order of nature the movement
of the free will precedes the reception of grace but follows the
infusion of grace.

The order of elements now given, infusion of grace, move-
ment of the will towards God, movement of the will away from
sin, remission of sin, is precisely the one he had already re-
jected.”* Thomas now favors it, interpreting it in a different
way. The free act which is the perfect preparation is considered
less as a material disposition than as a movement having the
infusion of grace for its principle, the remission of sin for its
term. Sanctifying grace is considered less as a form than as
the action of God in the soul. The act of perfect preparation
proceeds from grace, no longer considered in its term of created
form-habit but in its source, divine action. The notion of
created form is subordinated to that of divine action, the
scheme of matter-form gives way to that of moved-mover.

From now on habitual grace and divine motion are correla-
tives, each having a role in the meritorious act.**> Habitual
grace and the virtues which accompany it give the soul the
ability to accomplish supernatural acts and incline towards
them; divine motion moves it to actually accomplish them.
The habit is at once the formal and efficient cause of the

114 De Verit., q. 28, a. 8.
118 Cf, Bouillard, op. cit., pp. 158-164.



GRACE AND FREE WILL IN JUSTIFICATION 623

action,*® but divine motion is the ultimate eflicient cause be-
cause it determines the form to produce its act. Habitual grace
and divine motion are both indispensable to the birth of the
meritorious act '’ and so to the act of faith, charity, and
repentance which is the perfect preparation for grace.

The reciprocal implication of these two aspects of grace
explains why in the Summa Theologiae St. Thomas relates
merit to divine motion. He does not mean actual grace but
sanctifying grace considered as the action of God in the soul,
the notion of habit fading into the background. It will be
well to consider some examples.

The meritorious act can be considered In two ways: either as
proceeding from the free will or as proceeding from the grace of the
Holy Spirit. . . . If we consider it as proceeding from the grace
of the Holy Spirit, then it merits eternal life in strict justice. In
this case merit is evaluated according to the power of the Holy
Spirit who moves us to eternal salvation (secundum wvirtutem
Spiritus Sancti moventis nos in vitam aeternam) 1

Clearly the virtus Spiritus Sancti is identical with the wvirtus
gratiae,”® the donum supernaturale quod gratia dicitur,** re-
quired for merit, which elsewhere is characterized as divine
motion.

Our act has the form of merit from a twofold source: first, from the
divine motion and in this way it merits ex condigno. . . . Each of
us is moved by God through the gift of grace that he may come to
eternal life.*?t

The gift of final perserverance does not fall under merit because it

depends entirely on the divine motion which is the principle of all
merit.122

1% “ Relinquitur igitur quod oporteat esse quemdam habitum caritatis in nobis
creatum, qui sit formale principium actus dilectionis. De Carit., a. 1.

“ Habitus igitur sunt causae effectivae actuum.” De Virt. in Comm., a. 12 ad 5.

17 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 110, a. 2.

18 Ihid,, q. 114, a. 8.

19 Thid., q. 109, a. 5.

120 Tbid., q. 114, a. 2.

12 Ibid., a. 6.

122 Ibid., o, 9.
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The grace by which God moves man to eternal life cannot be
other than sanctifying, habitual grace, for merit is impossible
without an infused habit to elevate the soul to the supernatural
order. If our good works have their value from a divine motion,
it can only be insofar as this implies habitual grace. Only in
this sense can the Holy Spirit move us to merit.**®

DISCOVERIES

In the course of our study we have noted a considerable
divergence betwen the earlier writings and the final synthesis
in this question of grace, free will, and justification. This
divergence bears mainly on three points: first, St. Thomas puts
in greater relief the divine initiative and the necessity of divine
help to prepare oneself for grace; second, he characterizes this
divine help as an immediate and interior motion of the will;
third, he subordinates the idea of sanctifying grace-habitus to
that of sanctifying grace-divine motion. In general we can say
that the cause of this evolution, traceable to the period of
his sojourn in Italy, is to be found in an increased aquaintance
with the biblical, patristic, and philosophic data which enabled
him to investigate the sources more fully."”* We must now
enquire more specifically.

The decisive cause was, undoubtedly, the discovery of the
Semipelagian controversy. The theologians of the Middle Ages
knew the dispute about the initium fidei and used the writings
it provoked. Hincmar of Rheims, for example, who died in 882,
quotes the letter of Prosper of Aquitaine to Augustine exposing
the Semipelagian arguments and the latter’s replies in the De
Praedestinatione Sanctorum and De Dono Perseverantiae. He
also knows the writings of Fulgentius on predestination, the
role of Caesar of Arles at the Second Council of Orange, and
the doctrine of the Council.'” But the theologians of the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries were less well informed. The

128 Cf, Bouillard, op. cit., pp. 164-166.
12¢ Chenu, op. cit., p. 236.
125 Cf . Bouillard, op. cit., p. 92.
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Lombard makes no mention of initium fidei. He does quote
from the De Praedestinatione Sanctorum a passage *** which is
precisely a refutation of the Semipelagian position, as indeed
is the entire work, but he does not grasp the context. And as
his Sentences became the standard theological textbook,'* sub-
sequent theology and theologians suffered from his ignorance.
The treatises of Alexander of Hales, Albert the Great, Bona-
venture, on grace, merit, faith, justification, will be searched in
vain for the characteristic terms “initium fidei” or “ initium
salutis.” The Semipelagian struggle might just as well never
have taken place.

How is this ignorance to be explained? Quite simply by the
method then in use. Texts were not as available as the advent
of printing was to make them and for the most part theologians
relied on the Florilegia, collections of the most important
scriptural and patristic texts and authorities grouped together
in treatise form.'*®* There was no means available of relating
these texts to their context and, if difficultly arose, it was solved
by dialectic or distinction. Under such a procedure it was easy
to know doctrine without having any knowledge of its genesis.
That is why the Semipelagian controversy and the Council of
Orange were unknown to the thirteenth-century theologians.

St. Thomas was no exception to the general ignorance. His
treatment of the problem of the preparation for grace in the
early works indicates that he has no idea that the question has
already been discussed and the Church’s position taken. He
affirms the necessity of preparation for grace in order to have a
reason on man’s part why it is given to some and not to
others.’” Man can prepare himself for grace by free will alone,
else there would be no meaning in the adagium: God gives
grace to him who does what he can.*** He can prepare himself

128 1T Sent., d. 28, c. 3.

127 Cf, Chenu, op. cit., pp. 226-229.

128 Cf, ibid., pp. 106-131; M. Grabmann, Geschichte der Scholastischen Methode,
.1, p. 184.

122 Dg Verit., q. 24, a. 15.

180 1hid. Cf. II Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 4.

o+
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by natural acts and by his own power can posit an act of
faith.*** Evidently Aquinas has no knowledge of the contro-
versy in which Augustine taught that though man’s assent of
faith to what the preacher says is free, it is nevertheless a
gift of God,*** which requires an inspiration and illumination
from the Holy Ghost.”®*®* We have already pointed out *** that,
in spite of appearances, St. Thomas does not fall into the
Semipelagian error. But it was not because he deliberately
avoided it. If such were the case, we could reasonably suppose
he would have taken greater care to avoid all possible ambi-
guity.

The first sign of aquaintance with Semipelagianism is found
in the third book of the Summa Contra Gentiles. Aquinas does
not, of course, employ the term “ Semipelagian.”*** In fact,
he attributes the error to Pelagius. But what is important is
that the doctrine itself is well defined. The chapter on the
impossibility of meriting grace is to exclude the Pelagian error
that we have have merited the help that is given us and that
therefore the initiative in our justification is from ourselves, its
consummation from God.*** Grace is established as the prin-
ciple of faith against the error that the preliminaries in the act
of faith are from man, not from God.*** The same teaching is
reiterated in the Scriptural commentaries *** and again in the

132 11T Sent., d. 25, q. 2, a. 1, qe. 1 ad 1.

132 D¢ Praed. Sanct., c. 8, n. 7.

133 Council of Orange, can. 7, DB 180.

3¢ Cf, pp. 617-618 supra.

185 The nitium fidei controversy was first characterized as “ Semipelagian * in the
sixteenth century. Cf. M. Jacquin, “ A Quelle Date Apparait le Terme °Semi-
pelagien °?,” Rew. Sc. Phil. et Theol. (1907), pp. 506-8.

136 “ Per hoc excluditur error pelagianorum qui dicebant huiusmodi auxilium
propter merita nobis dari; et quod iustificationis nostrae initium ex nobis sit,
consummationis autem a Deo.” III Cont. Gent., c. 149.

187 % Per hoc excluditur error Pelagianorum qui dicebant quod initium fidei in
nobis non erat a Deo sed a nobis.” Ibid., c. 152.

188 17 ad Cor., c. 3, lect. 1, commenting on the text: “Non quod sufficientes
simus cogitare aliquid a nobis quasi ex nobis, sed sufficientia nostra ex Deo est.”
ad Philipp., c. 1, lect. 1; commenting on the text: “Qui coepit in nobis opus
bonum, ipse perficiet.”
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first part of the Summa Theologiae,*® indicating the import-
ance which St. Thomas attached to it.

We can conclude, then, that when he wrote the third book of
the Contra Gentiles **° St. Thomas had acquired a knowledge
of Semipelagianism which produced in him a change of attitude
towards preparation for grace. Now he emphasizes the divine
initiative; to prepare himself for grace man must first have the
help of grace. When it is a question of doing good, divine grace
precedes rather than follows as merit, the movement of the
free will. Our conversion to God is preceded by divine help
which converts us. The initium fidei is from God, not man.'*

From the foregoing it appears that the evolution in St.
Thomas’s thought with respect to preparation for grace can
be attributed to the discovery of the Semipelagian controversy.
The question remains: how did he make this discovery? The
scope of this study does not permit a full discussion of this
question. Suffice it to say that the answer is twofold: a greater
familiarity with Christian sources, especially St. Augustine, and
philosophical reflection upon a principle provided by Aris-
totle.*** The first half of this answer we have already treated,
albeit summarily. The second requires a little explanation.

In his Commentarium in I1 Epistolam ad Corinthios, after
opposing the Semipelagian error to the doctrine of St. Paul, St.
Thomas adds a ratio accedens which he attributes to the Liber
de Bona Fortuna, but which is in reality a fragment of the
Eudemian Ethics*** Man does good because he has so decided;
this decision is from a principle superior to him moving him to

130 Summa Theol., I, q. 23, a. 5.

*4° Chenu, op. cit, p. 251, note 1, indicates that, when he left Paris for Italy in
1259, St. Thomas had completed only up to Book III, chapter 45, of the Contra
Gentiles. Mandonnet, Destrez, Chenu, op. cit.. p. xiii, give the date of the completed
Contra Gentiles as 1264, that is, during the first period (1259-1269) in Italy. The
pauline commentaries and the Quodlibet I also belong to a peried following this
Ttalian sojourn (cf. Chenu, op. cit., p. 211; Mandonnet, ete., op. cit., p. xv).

141 Contra Gentiles, 111, 149.

142 For a full discussion, cf. Bouillard, op. cit.,, pp. 108-122.

143 Cf, T. Deman, “ Le ‘ Liber de Bona Fortuna’ dans la Théologie de 8. Thomas
&’Acquin,” Rev. Sc. Phil. Et Theol. (1928), pp. 38-58.
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act; this principle is God.*** The same argument is repeated in
the Quodlibetum I with greater precision. It is not enough that
Providence provide for man exterior occasions of salvation,
preaching, good example, illness, and the like; God must
interiorly move him to accomplish good.'*

A greater knowledge of the Christian sources led Aquinas to
emphasize divine motion as preceding man’s in preparation for
grace. Philosophic reflection led him to deduce this divine
motion as necessarily interior. Both contributed to his final
conclusion: no one can prepare himself for grace, or do the
least good, without the help of God.*® It has been noted that
the texts advanced to illustrate the divine motion are vague
or intellectualist.**” Others explicitly place it in the will.*®
Therefore the final conclusion is: no one can prepare himself
for grace or do the least good without being interiorly moved
to it by God.

In the articles just quoted, grace is called auxilium divinum
or auxilium gratiaze. In the Contra Gentiles these same terms
are applied to sanctifying grace, sometimes considered as a
habitus, more often as divine motion. Sanctifying grace is,
above all, the action of God leading man to his final end, which
is the vision of God. Man cannot attain this end without the

144 “ IToe etiam Philosophus vult quod numquam homo per liberum arbitrium
potest quoddam bonum facere sine adiutorio Dei . . . qui et homines movet et
omnia quae agunt. . . . II ad Cor., c. 3, lect. 1; cf. Summa Theol., ¥-11, q. 9, aa.
2-6; Lottin, op. cit., pp. 258-260.

145 « Tndiget autem divino auxilio non solum quantum ad exteriora moventia,
prout scilicet ex divina providentia procuratur homini occasiones salutis, puta

praedicationes, exempla . . . sed etiam quantum ad interiorem motum; prout Deus
cor hominis interius movet ad bonum.” Quod I, a. 7.
148 Thid.

147 L onergan, op. cit., Vol. III, p. 539 note 48.

148 « Relinquitur ergo, sicut concludit Aristoteles in cap. De Bona Fortuna, lib.
VII Moral. ad Eudemum, quod id quod primo movet voluntatem et intellectum sit
aliquid supra voluntatem et intellectum, scl. Deus. Qui cum omnia movet secundum
rationem mobilium . . . etiam voluntatem movet secundum eius conditionem, non
ut ex necessitate, sed ut indeterminate se habentem ad multa.” De Malo, q. 6, a. 1;
“ Necesse est ponere quod in primum motum voluntatis voluntas prodeat ex
instinctu alicuius exterioris moventis, ut Aristoteles concludit in quodam cap.
Ethic. Eudomicae, cap. XVIII, cire. princ. (a).” Summa Theol., I-II, q. 9, a. 4.
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help of God,**? a help he can do nothing to merit.*** This help
is not actual grace but sanctifying grace, for not only is it
gratis data, it is also gratum faciens.*®* The idea of grace-habit,
therefore, is subordinated to that of grace-divine motion. What
is emphasized is the action of God in the soul, not the im-
manent form resulting from this action. In placing these two
ideas side by side St. Thomas was simply following in the foot-
steps of St. Albert, who sometimes conceived sanctifying grace
as a form, sometimes as the divine action in the soul.*®* Still,
we may ask what provoked this change of emphasis in St.
Thomas’s thought.

The answer would seem to be that Aquinas realized more
and more that the notion of grace-habit did not fully satisfy
or explain the Biblical data on grace. In the Gospels and in
the epistles of St. Paul grace appears as the action of God in
the soul, and it is precisely in his Commentarium in Epistolam
ad Romanos that we see this Biblical notion effecting a change
in St. Thomas. The good works of a man can be considered
from two points of view: in their substance from which they
have nothing worthy of merit; or in their principle, divine
motion, from which they derive their merit. For they who act
by the Spirit of God are the sons of God; and if sons, heirs
also.’®® Evidently, the formula “ex impulsu Det aguntur” is
imposed by Paul’s “ qui Spiritu Dei aguntur.” St. Thomas is
led to conceive grace, the principle of merit, not as a permanent
habit informing the soul but as a divine action in the soul. He
was too attached to Aristotle to completely abandon the notion
of grace-form, but he subordinates it to grace-divine motion.

The years between the De Veritate and the Summa Theo-

142 J71 Cont. Gent., c. 147.

150 Ibid., c. 149.

181 “ Hoc auxilium dicitur gratia, non solum quia gratis data . . . sed etiam quia
hoc auxilio homo . . . redditur Deo gratus.” Ibid., c. 150.

182 Cf. H. Doms, Die Gnadenlehre des Albertus Magnus, pp. 96-101.

163 ¢ Alio modo possunt considerari secundum suum principium, prout scilicet ex
impulsu Dei aguntur . . . et secundum hoc eis debetur merces praedicta secundum
debitum. Quia ut infra VIII, 14 dicitur: qui Spiritu Dei aguntur, his sunt filli Dei;
si autem filii et heredes.” Ad Rom., c. 4, lect. 1.
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logiae were fruitful in discovery and in new ideas. The dis-
covery of Semipelagianism led to a greater emphasis on the
divine initiative in the preparation for grace. The discovery
of the Liber de Bona Fortuna indicated this initiative as neces-
sarily interior in the will. And finally, following Holy Writ,
the idea of grace-habitus was subordinated to that of grace-
divine motion.*** The final synthesis was accomplished.

CONCLUSION

An historical study reveals to what extent theology is bound
to time. It spotlights what is contingent in it and what is
relative, it traces the origins and evolution of the problems and
indicates how important truths are temporarily obscured only
to emerge again. In our study we have noted how St. Thomas
differs from modern theologians in his concept and his manner
of confronting the problems, how his theology depends on its
time, its milieu, and the tendencies of its author, and especially
how it is bound to Aristotelian categories. Touching, however
lightly, on his predecessors, we have been able to follow the
origin and evolution of the problem under review, and from the
mass of relative and contingent explanations have been able
to separate the constant, fundamental affirmation: justifica-
tion is a gift of God. It is by grace that man is freed from sin
and enabled to do good.

Historical theology, therefore, does not lead to relativism.
True, it establishes that concepts and systems are relative, but
it also establishes the permanence of divine truth. It enables
us to seize the absolute among the relatives, an absolute not of
representation but of affirmation. Whoever wishes to seize this
absolute, to understand theology as an ever vital, personal
knowledge of divine mystery, must perforce have recourse to
history.

Micuaer G. LawLEr

Creighton University
Omaha, Nebraska

54 Cf. Bouillard, op. cit., p. 140.



OF GOD AND MAN: CONSEQUENCES OF
ABELARD’S ETHIC

[ )

THICS IS A suitable starting-point for investigating
E the interrelationship between God and man in Peter
Abelard. FEthics must attempt to determine man’s
moral responsibility, and this responsibility must entail a
certain autonomy on man’s part. Autonomy means that man
has an authentic role in determining his actions and the moral
quality of his actions according to a consistent structure. This
raises the question, however, in a Christian context, about the
relationship between man’s autonomy and God’s autonomy.
How does man’s activity fit into God’s activity in the world?
How does man’s determination of the good relate to God’s
ultimate determination of the good? Does God’s ultimate
autonomy leave room for man? Finally, does man’s autonomy
restrict the autonomy of God?

I

Tar TEACHING OF THE Ethica

The Ethica of Peter Abelard demonstrates a considerable
autonomy on man’s part. The act of consent or intention holds
a primacy over all man’s activity. Among all the psychological
and moral elements of man, pleasure, passion, habit, will, and
consent, only consent has moral meaning and brings that moral
meaning into the other elements of man. Furthermore, only
consent bestows moral significance on the external factors of the
human act and law. Thus, the act of consent or intention is
crucially determinative and fixes to a great extent the autono-
my of man. This autonomy is further confirmed by Abelard’s
insistence on the justice owed to man in terms of merit or
recompense. From the Ethica emerges a self-consistent explica-
tion of the moral reality of man.
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