ALBERT THE GREAT AND MEDIEVAL CULTURE

[ -

HIS YEAR marks the seven hundredth anniversary
of the death of St. Albert the Great. He died on Novem-
ber 15, 1280, at the age of “ eighty and more.” His life

thus spans the first eighty years of the thirteenth century, a pe-
riod of great vitality, development, and achievement. Through-
out the world this year, and particularly in Germany, there are
numerous celebrations going on to commemorate the life and
works of this remarkable German Dominican, who was known
as “ the Great ” even in his own lifetime.

When we think of Alexander the Great, St. Gregory the
Great, Charles the Great (Charlemagne), or even Catherine the
Great of Russia, we all think immediately of the person in ques-
tion and we have some idea, however vague, of why they are
called “the Great ”. Unfortunately this is not the case with
St. Albert the Great. Outside of Germany, he is known only as
the teacher of St. Thomas Aquinas, if at all. In Germany
legends of Albert abound, usually those that lack all substance
or verisimilitude. The German philosopher Hegel could speak
in his history of philosophy of Albertus Magnus as “ the most
celebrated German schoolman, of the noble race of Bollstadt.” *
And he could recount the legend of Albert’s learning as a special
gift of the Blessed Virgin Mary to a very dull and stupid youth
who changed quickly from an ass into a philosopher. The Virgin
Mary is supposed to have promised him that he would enlighten
the Church, and, in spite of his science, would still die in the
faith. Hegel commented that “ five years before his death Albert
forgot his philosophy as quickly as he learned it, and then ac-
tually died in the dulness (sic) and orthodoxy of his earlier
years.” > Hegel the philosopher could also say that Albert’s

* Hegel’s Lectures on the History of Philosophy, trans. by E. S. Haldane and

F. H. Simson (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1955), 3: 75.
21bid. p. 76.
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learning was generally understood to consist largely of magic.
For,” he says, “ although natural objects have nothing to do
with scholasticism proper, which was really perfectly blind to
nature, he occupied himself much therewith; and amongst other
devices he manufactured a talking machine which alarmed his
pupil Thomas of Aquino, who even aimed a blow at it, thinking
he saw therein a work of the devil.” ®* Without understanding
either Albert or the culture of his time, Hegel could select out-
landish interpretations and anecdotes concerning Albert to give
us, as he says, a picture of the conditions of culture in these
times. Hegel was not a medievalist and he could not be expected
to be sympathetic to medieval Christian culture, and his selec-
tion of quaint examples can hardly be called an accurate picture
of the condition of culture in the Middle Ages.

The “eighty and more ” years of St. Albert’s life are inter-
twined with three major movements that characterize the High
Middle Ages: (1) urbanization of European society, especially
in Germany and Eastern Europe; (2) reevangelization of Chris-
tian Europe, mainly through the mendicant orders founded by
St. Dominic de Guzman in 1215 and St. Francis of Assisi in
1223; and (3) intensive growth and formulation of “ scholastic ”
philosophy and theology in the university centers of Christen-
dom, especially at the University of Paris and its spin-offs, such
as Oxford, Cologne, Cambridge, Toulouse, and Montpellier.

Although the urbanization of France, Italy, and parts of Eng-
land had begun vigorously early in the twelfth century, Ger-
many, apart from the Rhine Valley, was a backward country
in 1200 even by medieval standards. “ The thirteenth century,”
as John B. Freed has amply shown, “ was the high point in the
urbanization of medieval Germany,”* and the history of Ger-
many in that century is in large part the history of the Domin-
ican and Franciscan Orders beyond the Rhine, the Elbe, the
Oder, and even the Vistula. The same can be said of Bohemia,
Poland, and Hungary.

* Ibid.
* John B. Freed, The Friars and German Society in the Thirteenth Century (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Mediaeval Academy of America, 1977), p. 24.
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When Albert joined the Dominican Order as a young man of
twenty-four at Padua in 1223, there was no German Dominican
Province, and only two small priories had been established in
the territory. But when he died in 1280, there were sixty-two
flourishing priories in the Dominican Province of Teutonia,
which stretched from Vienna, Austria, to Bern, Switzerland, in
the south, and from Stralsund on the Baltic to Utrecht, Holland,
in the north. The German Dominicans even established a mis-
sionary house in Riga, Latvia, in 1234, which was incorporated
into the Province of Teutonia in 1244, well before Albert him-
self became Prior Provincial of this vast territory, Finally, Friar
Albert was the first German Dominican to become a master in
theology (1245) from the University of Paris; and he himself
established the first center of higher studies (a studium gen-
erale) in Germany at Cologne in 1248. This studium generale
was the predecessor of the University of Cologne, which was not
organized until 1388.° By this late date the Franciscans, Car-
melites, and Augustinians also had general studia in Cologne.
Although Albert was already a mature lector of theology in his
home province of Germany and well-trained in the “ scholastic
method ” before he went to Paris and encountered the seductive
“new learning ” that inundated Paris from Greek and Arabic
sources translated in the south, he eventually “rewrote” the
whole of Aristotelian philosophy in the Latin language, re-
stating, expounding, correcting, expanding, and even adding
whole new areas of scientific thought, as we shall see. His
younger contemporary Roger Bacon enviously complained in
1267/68 that philosophy was now considered by the bulk of
students (a wvulgo studentium) and some men of repute (sa-
pientes) “to be already transmitted to the Latins, and com-
pleted, and composed in the Latin language ” (quod philosophia
tam data sit Latinis, et completa, et composita in ingua Latina).
Bacon goes on to complain that all of this was done during his
own days (in tempore meo) at Paris, roughly between 1237 and

& Willehad Paul Eckert, Kleine Geschichte der Universitit Koln (Cologne: Uni-
versitit zu Koln, 1961). .
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1257, and that the author of this philosophy is considered an
authority (an auctoritas) in the schools on the same level as
Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroés, even though this author is
still alive—an unheard of precedent.® Albert’s reputation as
“the Great ”, even while he was still living,” became not only
legendary, but was grossly exaggerated, so much so that in the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries it was utterly fantastic.

The task of the modern historian is to separate and eliminate
the myth from the real man of learning, who sought only the
discovery of truth in nature and the vision of the Triune Creator
in the whole range of Christian culture. This is no easy task,
even in our own age of sophisticated historical methods and
techniques. Despite the admirable scholarship of recent French
and German historians concentrating on Albert’s life and works,
there remain many uncertainties and contradictions. Certainly
there is nothing written in English that can serve as a reliable
guide,

Albert’s Youth and Entry into the Dominican Order

Albert, a Swabian by birth, was commonly known to his
European contemporaries as Friar Albert the German (Frater
Albertus Teutonicus) or Albert of Cologne (Frater Albertus de
Colonia). But to his countrymen and confreres in the German
Province, he was more properly and accurately known as Friar
Albert of Lauingen, as is indicated on the signet ring (sigillum)
he received on becoming a master in theology at the University
of Paris in 1245. Lauingen is a small town in Schwabia situated
on the Danube between Ulm a few miles above and Dillingen
a few miles below, in the diocese of Augsburg. At that time
Schwabia, the home of the Hohenstauffen dynasty, was part of
Bavaria, and Austria was “ lower Bavaria.”

Tt is certain that Albert came from a military family (ex mali-
tartbus) of lesser nobility (knights) in the service of the counts

% Rogeri Bacon, Opus tertium, c9, ed J.S. Brewer, Opera quaedam hactenus
inedita (London: RS 15, 1859), p. 80.

* Annales Basileenses, anno 1277, “ Albertus Magnus, lector Coloniae,” Monu-
menta Germaniae Historica, Scriptores, 17: 202, 10-11
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of Bollstadt, whose castle, now in ruins, was less than 19 miles
from Lauingen. But it would seem that the whole of Albert’s
family, including his younger brother Friar Henry of Lauingen,
was in no way related to those who eventually took Bollestat
or some variant as a family name. Albert’s knightly family, like
all German soldiers, had long been In the service of Frederick
Barbarosa of Schwabia, who had been king of Germany since
1152 and Holy Roman Emperor from 1155 until his death in
1190. It is uncertain how many brothers and sisters Albert had;
but it seems likely, considering the opposition to his becoming
a Dominican, that a military career had been expected of him.

Notwithstanding the contradictory dates always given for
Albert’s birth, all that can really be said is that he was born
around 1200 or a year before. Certainly the date 1206/07
insisted on by Mandonnet, Glorieux, Van Steenberghen, and
all modern historians is too late. Mandonnet’s disputable evi-
dence is based on the statement of Henry of Herford’s Chronica
(ca. 1855) that Albert was “a boy of sixteen years”® when he
entered the Order in 1223. This age of sixteen is below the
eighteen year minimum insisted upon since the time of St.
Dominic himself and contrary to the invariable practice of the
Dominican Order at that time. Sixteen was the minimum age
for the Premonstratensians, which Dominic deliberately altered
in the original rule. At the same time, the date 1193 given by
Franz Pelster, H. C. Scheeben, and most older authors is much
too early; it is based on the statement of Luis of Valladolid
(Paris, 1414) that Albert died in 1280 “having completed about
(circiter) 87 years of his life.” ® Surprisingly, one of the first
authors to give both dates without apparently seeing their
impossibility was Peter of Prussia, Albert’s first really critical

8 Henrici de Herford, Chronica seu Liber de rebus memorabilibus, ed. A. Potthash
(G#ttingen, 1859), p. 201. See Mandonnet, “La date de naissance d’Albert le
Grand,” Revue Thomiste 86 (1931), 233-56.

° Luis of Valladolid, Brevis historia de vita et doctrina Alberti Magni, c.1, ed. in
Catalogus Codicum Hagiographicorum Bibl. Regiae Bruwellensis (Bruxellis, 1889),
2: 96; for the history of this work and a better text of the catalogue of writings,
see H. C. Scheeben, “ Die Tabulae Ludwigs von Valladolid im Chor der Praediger-
briider von St. Jakob in Paris,” Archivum FFr. Praed. 1 (1930), 223-63.
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biographer, writing in 1486-87 with a view to Albert’s canoni-
zation.” Peter rightly eliminated many of the myths accumu-
lated by his predecessors, especially by Thomas of Cantimpré
and Luis of Valladolid, preserved in the Legenda Coloniensis.
But somehow he failed to see that Albert could not have been
“a boy of sixteen years” in 1223 and a man “having completed
about 87 years of his life ” in 1280, as maintained by Luis of
Valladolid and his successors.

The only contemporary evidence of Albert’s age when he died
on 15 November 1280 is that of Tolomeo of Lucca, who says
Albert was “more than eighty” in one passage and “eighty and
more ” in another.”* Tolomeo was a retired bishop and an octo-
genarian himself when he inserted the brief lives of Albert and
Thomas into his monumental Historia ecclesiastica sometime
after he had completed it in September 1317. His contem-
porary Bernard Gui merely copied Tolomeo’s phrase in his
chronicle: “ Hic obiit in conventu Coloniensi anno Domini
MCCLXXZX, octogenarius et amplius.” ** Whatever may be said
about the meaning of et amplius is sheer guesswork. The only
reasonable birthdate consistent with the rest of Albert’s chro-
nology is 1200 or one year before.

Albert showed early in life his interest in nature. As a boy he
was taught to train falcons and hawks in his home town of
Lauingen. In later writings he showed considerable knowledge
of many species of falcons and hawks, their instincts, and their
training. As a young man, Albert was sent to Padua under the
care of his uncle to study the liberal arts at the incipient uni-
versity. Many years later, he himself described “Patavia, which
is now called Padua, in which a studium litterarum flourished
for many years,”*® and he recalled two memorable natural

1% Petrus de Prussia, Legenda Alberti Magni (Coloniae: Johannes Guldenschaiff,
after 11 Jan. 1483, ca. 1487).

it Ptolomaei Lucensis, Historia Ecclesiastica, xxii, c¢.19, and xxiii, c.36, ed in
L. A. Muratori, Rerum Italicarum Secriptores (Milan, 1724), 11: 1151 and 1184,

32 Bernard Gui, additions to Stephen of Salanhac’s De Quatuor in Quibus Deus
Praedicatorum Ordinem Insignivit, ed. T. Kaeppeli, MOPH 22 (Rome: S. Sabina,
1949), p. 125.

1% Alberti Magni, De natura locorum, tr.8, c¢.2 (ed. Borgnet 9: 570b-71a).
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phenomena he had witnessed when he was a youth in Padua
and in Venice.'* Albert’s interests at that time were certainly
in natural phenomena, and it is likely that he was exposed to
some of Aristotle’s philosophy, translated by James of Venice
ca. 1150-70, still forbidden at Paris. But it is unlikely that he
absorbed much of Aristotle at that date. That was to come
later,

Early in the summer of 1223, Jordan of Saxony, the imme-
diate successor to St. Dominic (d.1221) as master general of the
Order of Preachers, came to Padua in the hope of bringing
young students and masters into the order by his preaching.
There seems to have been a house of Dominicans already in
the city, and Jordan was on his way to Bologna for the annual
General Chapter of the order opening on Pentecost. At first
he found “ the students of Padua extremely cold, ” but ten of
them soon sought admission, “ among them two sons of two
great German lords; one was a provost-marshal, loaded with
many honors and possessed of great riches; the other has re-
signed rich benefices and is truly noble in mind and body.” **
The latter of these two has always been identified as Albert of
Lauingen; the other may very well have been John of Wildes-
hausen, later General of the Order. In the Vitae fratrum, com-
piled by Gerard of Frachet between 1254 and 1258 from stories
sent to him by brethren throughout the order, the story of
Albert’s “conversion” to the order by Jordan while he was a
student at Padua is narrated at some length, supposedly in
Albert’s own words. In it Albert tells of his uncertainty about
entering and his great fear of not persevering in the order
once having entered. Jordan is supposed to have assured him
of persevering once he had made up his mind.*® It is a simple
story, but Mandonnet completely misunderstood the story of

¢ Alberti Magni, Metheor. I, tr. 2, c.12 (ed. Borgnet 4: 629a); De mineral. II,
tr. 8, c.1 (ed. Borgnet 5: 48b-49a).

*% Beati Jordani de Saxonia Epistulae, Ep. 20, ed. A. Walz, MOPH 23 (Rome:
S. Sabina, 1951), p. 24.

¢ Vitae Fratrum Ord. Praed. P.1V, c.13, § 9, ed. B. Reichert, MOPH 1 (Lou-
vain, 1896), p. 188.
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Albert’s conversion to bolster his thesis that Albert was sixteen
years old when he entered the Dominican Order in 1223. In
fact, Albert was about twenty-four when he entered, a youth
for those early days of a mendicant preaching order.

Albert was certainly a “ young man” (tuvenculus or adoles-
cens) when he entered the Order, but he was not a “boy” (puer)
in the canonical sense, nor even a “youth” (fuwvenis) in the strict
sense of being under twenty-one. Relatively speaking, Albert at
the age of sixty could refer to his “youth” at Padua; and Roger
Bacon, who joined the Franciscans when he was around forty,
could speak with an air of disdain of Albert and Thomas as
puert when they entered their order. In any case, it is certain
that Albert joined the Dominican Order when he was a student
at Padua, receiving the habit from Jordan of Saxony around
Easter of 1223, despite many personal and domestic difficulties
as narrated with embellishments in the Vitae fratrum.

Young Friar Albert in Germany (1223-ca. 1242)

Albert would have been received into the order for some
specific province. But when he joined in 1223 there was no
Province of Germany (Teutonia). There were only two priories:
Friesach (1219) in Austria, which was in a critical state, and
Cologne (ca. 1220) on the lower Rhine, where Friar Henry,
Jordan’s classmate and companion at Paris, was then prior.
It is most probable that Albert was sent to Cologne to make
his novitiate and study theology under the local lector. Cologne,
then, would henceforth be considered his native priory, even
though he could be sent by his superiors anywhere in the known
world.

At Cologne, in the Dominican Priory of Heilige Kreuz on
the Stolkgasse, Albert would not only have completed his one-
year novitiate, but would also have attended all the theological
lectures of the official lector of that priory, No Dominican
priory could be established by the General Chapter unless
there were twelve friars, a prior, and a lector of theology. The
task of the lector, whose importance in the house was second
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only to that of the prior, was to give theological lectures on
some book of the Bible to the entire community, including the
prior. According to the primitive constitutions of 1228, no one
could be appointed lector unless he had studied theology at
least four years. By 1228, Albert himself had become a lector.
According to Henry of Herford, Albert “ was first lector in
Hildesheim [in Saxony, founded in 1238], then Freiberg [in Sax-
ony, founded in 1236], then Regensburg [in Bavaria] for two
years, then Strassburg [in Alsace], then he went to Paris.”*’
Albert certainly was in Saxony when he and many others ob-
served the comet of 1240 passing near, as it were, the north
pole of the ecliptic *®; and he travelled great distances to ex-
amine various metals in mining districts (loca metallica), among
which he mentions as particularly important Freiberg and
Gosslar in the Harz Mountains in Lower Saxony.*® Albert’s de-
scription of melting iron suggests that high temperature blast
furnaces existed earlier than previously known.”® He also de-
scribed surface mining of gold, which he observed in the Elbe
and Rhine rivers.?

In his earliest known treatise, De natura boni, a primarily
devotional work written in Germany before he went to Paris,
he cites explicitly ten works of Aristotle, including six of the
librt naturales in their older versions, still proscribed in Paris.
But in Germany he was completely out of touch with the nov-
elties, excitement, vibrant problems, and stimulus of the “new
learning” that made Paris the foremost intellectual center of
Christendom. The point is that, although Albert knew much

*" Henrici de Herford, Chronica, ed. cit., p. 201.

18 Alberti Magni, Metheor. I, tr. 8, c. 5: “ Ego autem cum multis aliis ab incarna-
tione Domini MCCXL in Saxonia vidi cometem quasi iuxta polum septentrionalem,
et proiecit radios suos inter Orientem et Meridiem, magis dirigendo eos ad Orientem;
et constat quod ibi non fuit via alicuius planetae” (ed. Borgnet 4: 504a).

** See D. Wyckoff, “ Albertus Magnus on Ore Deposits,” Isis 49 (1958), 109-122,

20 See N.F. George, “ Albertus Magnus and Chemical Technology in a Time of
Transition,” Albertus Magnus and the Sciences, ed. J.A. Weisheipl (Toronto:
PIMS, 1980), pp. 236-240.

2 Alberti Magni, Mineral. 111, tr.1, c.1 and c. 10 (ed. Borgnet 5: 59b-60a and
72a-b).
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about Aristotle and Aristotelian science before he went to Paris,
he still had a great deal to learn about the forefront of Chris-
tian thought when he got to Paris. Outstanding in his own
province, he was the first German Dominican selected by the
fourth master general of the order, John ‘ Teutonicus” of
Wildeshausen, when John became general in 1241. The idea of
sending Albert to Paris most certainly orginated with John of
Wildeshausen, but it would have been with the support of Hugh
of Saint-Cher, who himself was Dominican Regent Master in
Theology at Paris, Provincial of France, and later cardinal.
Although John of Wildeshausen was himself a German, he
spent most of his Dominican life outside Germany and was
fluent in French, Italian, and Latin, as well as his native
German. At that time the master general of the order alone
had the authority to send individuals to the only studium
generale in the order where Dominicans held two chairs of
theology, the University of Paris, one for members of the Prov-
ince of France, the other for all foreigners. Consequently when
Albert was in his early forties, he was sent to the center of
Christian culture to absorb the “ new learning ” and eventually
to rewrite it.

Albert at Paris (ca. 1242-1248)

‘Albert was sent to Paris to lecture on the Sentences of Peter
Lombard and to prepare himself for the mastership in the chair
for foreigners as its third Dominican master, succeéding Guéric
of Saint-Quentin. The difference between Germany and Paris
was like the difference between night and day. While teaching
the Sentences for about three years, he was busily absorbing the
“new learning ”, even after he became a master in 1245. As
Regent Master, Albert had clearly defined duties to perform:
to lecture as master on some approved text (legere), to preside
at public disputations and to resolve questions he himself had
posed (disputare), and to preach to the academic community
on certain days (praedicare). But Albert’s main efforts, it would
‘seem, were devoted to writing two massive theological works,



ALBERT THE GREAT AND MEDIEVAL CULTURE 491

namely a Summa Parisiensis in six parts, of which the well-
known Summa de creaturis constitutes only two parts, and a
seven-volume commentary (in the Borgnet edition) on the
four Books of Sentences, completed after he returned to Co-
logne. These were written while he was lecturing on all the
books of pseudo-Dionysius, and absorbing the “ new learning ”.

It was when Albert was a new master in his mid-forties at
Paris that he first met Thomas Aquinas, a young man of
twenty, who had just arrived in Paris in the company of John
of Wildeshausen to complete his novitiate. Thomas had been
received into the Dominican Order at Naples the preceding
year and was on his way to Bologna when he was abducted by
his soldier brother and companions north of Rome and was
taken to the family castle of Montesangiovanni for the night. Tt
was there that the soldiers tried to get a prostitute to seduce
Thomas, but without avail. The next day the company of
soldiers took Thomas to his mother, the formidable Donna
Theodora, waiting at the family estate of Roceasicea in the
territory of Emperor Frederick II. The Aquino family was
convinced that their security required Thomas to be abbot of
Monte Cassino. The real problem was that the future of the
family lay with the Emperor Frederick II, who was then at
odds with the pope. But when Frederick was excommunicated
and deposed by the Council of Lyons in 1245, the Aquino
family switched allegiance and temporarily gave up trying to
make young Thomas abbot of Monte Cassino. After about a
year’s confinement at the family estate, Thomas was allowed
to return to his Dominican confreres and his earlier plans,
which now involved going to Paris for his novitiate and studies.
It was at Paris that Thomas first heard Master Albert lecture
to the university students.

William of Tocco, Thomas’s first biographer, reports that
Thomas “had no sooner heard [Master Albert] expound every
science with such wondrous depth of wisdom, that he rejoiced
.exceedingly at having so quickly found that which he had
come to seek, one who offered him so unsparingly the fulfill-
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ment of his heart’s desire.”** Tocco goes on to say that in
order to profit from this exceptional opportunity, Thomas “ be-
gan to be more than ever silent, more than ever assiduous in
study and devout in prayer.” After three years at Paris,
Thomas accompanied Albert to Cologne for another four years
of study.

Albert at Cologne (1248-1254)

In the summer of 1248, Albert, accompanied by Friar Thomas
d’Aquino and other Dominican friars, travelled on foot to
Cologne to establish the first studium generale in Germany. The
Dominican Order was anxious to increase its centers of learn-
ing. For three years the general legislative body of the order
planned to open four more studia outside of Paris, namely at
Montpellier, Bologna, Cologne, and Oxford. Since the proposed
establishment of the four new houses of study had successfully
passed the two preceding chapters, preparations had been
underway in all four places for the expected decision of 1248.
Around the time of Albert’s arrival in Cologne, the cornerstone
of the new cathedral was laid, and Albert characteristically
took a keen interest in the excavations involved in laying the
foundations of the new edifice.”® The Dominican priory on
the Stolkgasse (where the main postoffice now stands) ex-
tended as far as An den Dominikanern. By 1250, the Palatial
residence of Duke Walram IV of Limburg adjoining the Do-
minican property on the Stolkgasse was purchased by the
Dominicans for the comparatively low price of 150 marks. The
total complex was quite ample for the new studium open to
all Dominicans of the world and to the local clergy.

At Cologne Albert was free of Parisian regulations and could
conduct the studium as he thought best. He not only continued
his lectures on pseudo-Dionysius, completing the entire corpus
including the Letters, but he had the audacity to lecture on the

22 Gulielmo di Tocco, Hystoria beati Thomae de Aquino, c.12, Vitae Fontes
Praecipuae, ed. A. Ferrua (Alba: Ed. Domenicane, 1968), n. 13, p. 44; see Bernardi
Gui, Legenda, c. 9, ibid. n. 80, p. 139.

2 Alberti Magni, De prop. element. 1, tr. 2, ¢.3 (ed. Borgnet 9: 605a-b).

'
i
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Ethics of Aristotle with questions on the text. This is a most
remarkable series of lectures by a most remarkable man, and
René Antoine Gauthier rightly waxes eloquent when comparing
them to Thomas’s own inferior commentary. All that had been
known of Aristotle’s Ethics previously were Books II-III
(Ethica vetus) and Book I with fragments of the others (Ethica
rnova). But around 1246/47, Robert Grosseteste, bishop of Lin-
coln (1235-53), translated for the first time all ten books of the
Ethics from the Greek. The temptation to lecture on this
treasure was too much for Albert, and he did so at Cologne
around 1250-52, despite the fact that he was a master theo-
logian charged with directing a theological studium open to
all cleries. Although this commentary-with-questions was taken
down by Thomas in his own unintelligible hand, Thomas’s copy
is no longer extant; but nine other manuscripts of this text
still exist, and the first part of this work is now published for
the first time.** Albert’s audacity in lecturing on Aristotle’s phi-
losophy in a theological studium is another example not only
of his independence but also of his conviction that philosophy
and science are indispensable for theological studies. It was
this same conviction and audacity that prompted Albert to
“rewrite ” the whole of Peripatetic philosophy. This convic-
tion he would also embody in the first ratio studiorum for the
Dominicans in 1259 together with Thomas and three other
masters.”

Tt was at this time that Albert must have begun his huge par-
aphrase of all the Aristotelian and pseudo-Aristotelian books,
beginning with the Physics. In the Physics, Albert explains that
his Dominican confreres had implored him for a good number
of years to compose a work on physical science in such a way
that they could attain the whole of natural knowledge and
thereby understand the works of Aristotle.?® This plea of

2t Super Ethica: Commentum et quaestiones (ed. Colon. 14/1, 1968). See tbid.
Proleg. § 1.

28 Chartularium Univ. Paris. ed. H. Denifle (Paris, 1899), 1: 385-86, n. 335.

26 Alberti Magni, Physica 1, tr.1, c.1 (ed. Borgnet 8: la).
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the brethren was made in 1248 when he returned to Co-
logne, if not long before that. Finally, by the end of 1249, he
acceded to their wishes, but his plan was far more ambitious
than his brethren could have imagined. Not only would he
explain the fundamentals of natural science with all the aids
at his disposal, but he hoped to explain systematically the
whole range of human learning embracing all the natural
sciences (inanimate and animate), logic, rhetoric, mathematics,
astronomy, ethics, economics, politics, and metaphysics, in-
cluding the Liber de causis. “ Our intention,” he said, “is to
make all the aforesaid parts of knowledge intelligible to the
Latins (Latinis intelligibiles) .” *” That the plan was deliberate,
systematic, and consecutive with the Aristotelian corpus can
be seen from the extant autograph copy in Vienna, Qester-
reichische Nationalbibliothek, cod. misc. Latin. 273, which con-
tains the last five lines of the Physics on folio 72v and continues
from the same folio to De caelo, De natura locorum, and De
causis proprietatum elementorum. The chronological order of
the rest of the Albertinian corpus of philosophy seems to be
the following: De generatione et corruptione, Meteora, De min-
eralibus et lapidibus, De vegetabilibus, De anima, Parva na-
turalia (eleven distinct works), De animalibus, Metaphysica,
Ethica, Politica, and Liber de causis. Albert completed all of
these paraphrases (occupying 20 of the 40 volumes of complete
works) certainly by April, 1271, more likely by 1269, when
Thomas was just begining his Aristotelian commentaries . Thus
it took Albert twenty years of a busy life to rewrite the whole
of peripatetic philosophy. No one can say, as some have said,
that Albert did not take these works seriously or that they do
not express his own mind.

In his Aristotelian paraphrases he made frequent digres-
sions, clarified difficulties, supplemented what was lacking, and
at times added whole books of new sciences that Aristotle had
not discussed. To Aristotle’s De mineralibus, Albert added a
whole medieval lapidary; to pseudo-Aristotle’s De plantis, he

2T Ibid. (ed. Borgnet 3: 2a).
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added a verified herbal, and to the large De animalibus, he
added a five-book bestiary. The doctrine Albert presented was
systematically and deliberately “ Peripatetic,” that is, Aris-
totelian, although he never failed to correct Aristotle when he
was in error regarding facts of experience or the teaching of
faith. To those integralists who insisted on agreeing with
Aristotle on the eternity of the world, he said, “ Whoever be-
lieves that Aristotle was a man, then doubtless he was liable
to error, just as we are.”*® On countless occasions, Albert
rejected a supposed observation of the Stagirite, saying that it
is contrary to his own observations, as when he said that
ostriches do not eat iron, because he tried to feed them iron
and they would not eat. In practice as well as in theory,
Albert recognized that “ the aim of natural science is not simply
to accept the statements of others, but to investigate the
causes that are at work in nature.” *°

In March, 1252, Albert had his first experience of a role that
he would be called upon to play throughout his long career:
the role of arbiter and peacemaker. This first experience in-
volved a dispute between Conrad von Hochstaden, archbishop
of Cologne, and the burgers of the city. On 25 March, Cardi-
nal Hugh of Saint-Cher, legate of the Holy See, and Friar Albert,
lector of the Dominikanerkloster in Cologne, were called upon
to arbitrate the litigation; they gave their decision in April, and
it was confirmed by Pope Innocent IV in December. The list of
Albert’s arbitrations is long and varied, lasting up to fifteen
months before his death. The last document is dated 18 August
1279.

Albert as Provincial of Teutonia (125/—1257)

At the Provincial Chapter held at Worms in June, 1254, Friar
Albert was elected prior provincial of the Province of Teutonia.
By 1254 the Province of Teutonia numbered thirty-six priories
for men and more than twenty cloisters of nuns. It was a vast

28 Alberti Magni, Physica VIIL, tr.1, c.14 (ed. Borgnet 3: 553b).
2% Alberti Magni, De mineral. 11, tr. 2, c. 1 (ed. Borgnet 5: 30a).
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area and the priories were increasing. During his three full
years as provincial, Albert made formal visitations on foot for
all the houses of his Province, including the mission house in
Riga. It was on his long journeys by foot that he collected
material for his scientific works. He also established three new
priories in the north and at least two cloisters of nuns, the
more famous being the Paradisus near Soest in Westfalia. As
provincial be participated in the General Chapters of Milan,
Paris, and Florence, always walking to them on foot. He strictly
forbad the brethren to travel by horseback or carriage, except
under the gravest necessity.

It was Albert’s custom while traveling—always on foot—
first to visit the chapel of the religious house where he intended
to stay the night, to thank God for the safe journey, then im-
mediately to visit the library to see whether there were any
books there that he had not yet seen. Often his candle burned
late into the night as he copied long passages of interest to him
that could be used later. Hence, Albert frequently cites titles
of books and gives direct quotations from works now lost.

The most significant event of Albert’s provincialate was his
summons to the papal curia at Anagni, where he represented
the Dominican Order with Humbert of Romans, the master
general, in its struggle against the attacks of William of Saint-
Amour and his colleagues from Paris. St. Bonaventure, min-
ister general of the Franciscans, played a most decisive role in
this issue both in his writings and in his public debates, and
the bitter controversy was temporarily resolved in favor of
the mendicants with the condemnation of William’s De peri-
culis novissimorum temporum on 5 Qctober 1256. Albert him-
self states that at the papal curia he publicly debated against
the Averroist doctrine of one intellect for all men; the material
for this debate was later (1263) turned into a little book called
De unitate intellectus contra Awverroistas. Albert, it would
seem, was the first to attack the Averroist doctrine that was
later to grip the academic community at Paris. During his
years as provincial Albert was working on his paraphrase of
Aristotle’s De anima, a paraphrase he himself consid?red im-
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portant, and eleven works of the Parva naturalia, including
works on nutrition, dreams, aging, and death.

After the chapter of Florence in June 1257, Albert was al-
lowed to resign as provincial and return to his home priory of
Cologne, where he held disputed questions on Aristotle’s De
antmalibus. He was continually called upon to arbitrate diffi-
cult cases and to serve as peacemaker between rival family
claims.

Bishop of Regensburg and Preacher of the Crusades (1260-64)

Then, out of a clear blue sky, in January, 1260, Albert received
Pope Alexander IV’s letter, appointing him bishop of Regens-
burg in the ecclesiastical province of Salzburg, which happened
to be in a deplorable state financially and spiritually. At the
same time, Alexander IV also wrote to the dean and chapter of
Regensburg to receive Albert as their bishop and to obey him
in all things. Humbert of Romans immediately penned a most
{ervent plea to Albert, begging him not to accept the dignity,
for it would set a lamentable precedent in the Order, and would
be a dishonor to his well-known nobility of mind and religious
fervor. But apparently Albert had no choice. He was conse-
crated in the cathedral at Cologne during March and was
invested as a secular prince by a delegate of the Holy Roman
Emperor. It is said that he entered Regensburg unobtrusively
after sunset on 29 March and stayed with the Dominican friars
at St. Blasius, where as a younger man he had been lector. On
the following morning, Tuesday of Holy Week, he entered the
unfinished cathedral for his enthronement and Solemn Mass,
during which all the clergy present promised obedience. It is
also said that he found the cupboards of the adjoining episcopal
castle bare of all food, the wine cellars completely empty, and
the diocese bankrupt. Albert, known to the local Bavarians as
“Boots the Bishop ” because of his walking shoes, devoted a
full year to covering the whole of his large diocese on foot, re-
forming everywhere. Many of his reforms were reenforced by
synodal decrees from Salzburg.
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During his episcopate, Albert was undoubtedly writing his
commentary on De animalibus. The phrase “ in my villa above
the Danube ” in Book VII can refer only to the episcopal
castle of Donaustauff, about three miles from the city, on the
Danube. The entire work must have been completed not much
after 1261,°° after he left Regensburg.

Already by the end of 1260, Albert was ready to seek release
from his unwanted burden. By the end of December, Albert,
having set the diocese in order, left Regensburg for Viterbo to
submit his resignation to Alexander IV. He placed the diocese
in charge of Henry as vicar, Leo Torndorf as dean of the chap-
ter, and Ulrich as pastor of the cathedral church. He arrived
at the papal curia at Viterbo in July, 1261, only to find that
Alexander had died at the end of the preceding May. A new
pope was elected in August and consecrated at Viterbo on Sep-
tember 4, taking the name of Urban IV. Albert’s resignation
was finally accepted around November; elections were ordered
at Regensburg, and Leo Torndorf, dean of the chapter, was
elected. But it was not until May of 1262 that Leo’s election as
successor to Albert was confirmed by Urban. All during this
time, Urban kept Albert in the illustrious circle gathered around
him at Viterbo and Orvieto.

The poet Master Heinrich of Wiirzburg wrote an encomium
of the papal curia at Orvieto at that time, entitled De statu
curiae Romanae. In a few lines he describes the illustrious
court and the presence of a great philosopher of considerable
eloquence who had become the wonder of the scholarly world:

Whoever comes will find whatever he thirsts for;
That house is equipped with all the arts.

There is someone there, O Philosophy, who, if the
House burned to the ground, would design a new one.
The new builder would erect it in finer fashion and;
By his art, would prove superior to men of old.**

30 See Alberti, Metaphysica, Proleg. § 1 (ed. Colon. 16/1, 1960), p. viii. 19 ff,
3 De stotu curice Romanae, vv. 877-82, ed. H. von Grauert, Abh. d. Bay. Akad,
d. Wiss., philos-philolog. u. hist. Klasse, 27/1-2 (Munich, 1912),
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The editor of the poem, Hermann von Grauert, considered this
philosopher to be Thomas Aquinas, who was also in Orvieto,
lecturing at the Dominican priory. However, as Martin Grab-
mann soon pointed out, the philosopher alluded to can be none
other than Heinrich’s countryman, Albert the Great.** Citing
numerous contemporary sources, mainly German, that referred
to Albert as “a great philosopher” and * the wonder of the
world, ” Grabmann showed that Albert was best known to his
countrymen as a philosopher, rather than a theologian, even
though he was a master in theology of Paris and bishop of
Regensburg. In fact, he was far more famous than Thomas
ever was during his short lifetime. Urban kept Albert at the
curia for a year and a half with the scholars, diplomats, bishops,
and missionaries from all Christendom who had passed through
his court. Although Urban was engaged in a losing war with
Manfred, son of Frederick II, he “ was a great friend and pro-
moter of philosophical studies, ” ** and he was deeply concerned
with reconciling the schismatic Greek Churches with Rome. It
was in this atmosphere that Albert finished his monumental De
animalibus, his paraphrase of Ethics, the Posterior Analytics,
and possibly the unusual commentary on the Politics.

In February, 1263, however, Pope Urban IV ordered Bishop
Albert to preach the crusade in Germany, Bohemia, and all
lands that spoke the German language, and he conferred extra-
ordinary powers on him for the successful prosecution of his
new mission. Albert’s movements between March of 1263 and
the death of Urban IV in October of 1264 can be traced easily
as he traveled on foot throughout German-speaking countries,
preaching a new crusade to the Holy Land.

Last Years of Albert (126/—1280)

With Urban’s death, Albert’s commission to preach the cru-
sade came to an end. For the next three years he lived in the

82 M. Grabmann, “Ist das ‘ philosophische Universalgenie’® bei Magister Hein-
rich dem Poeten Thomas von Aquin? ” Historisches Jahrbuch 38 (1917), 815-20.

3 M. Grabmann, Guglielmo di Moerbeke, O.P., i traduttore delle opere di Aris-
totele (Rome: Gregorianum, 1946), p. 43.
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Dominican Kloster in Wiirzburg with his brother Henry, writ-
ing the Metaphysics,®* arbitrating difficult cases, and perform-
ing numerous para-episcopal duties, such as consecrating
churches, altars, choir stalls, and nunneries, and presiding at
ecclesiastical functions. He complained that such duties kept
him from his primary desires of study and prayer.

Finally, around 1269, John of Vercelli, then master of the
order (1264-83), asked Albert to reside in Cologne as lector
emeritus. For the next eleven years until his death he resided
in Cologne with frequent journeys out of the city to arbitrate
litigations, consecrate churches, and preside at functions. For
example, on 12 September, 1276, four years before his death,
he consecrated the Dominican church of St. Paulus in Antwerp,
which he had caused to be built in 1265 when he was provincial.

News of Thomas d’Aquino’s unexpected death in 1274 caused
profound grief and frequent tears in Albert’s later years. Albert
was not at the Council of Lyons, but news reached him very
quickly and moved him to such torrents of tears that the
brethren thought they stemmed “ from a weakness of mind.”
We have only one moving account that details his sad but
heroic journey to Paris in 1277 to defend the writings of
Thomas, then being attacked in the city of philosophers.®*® But
his efforts came to naught, and Tempier’s condemnation of 219
scattered propositions came out on 7 March, 1277.

Up to fifteen months before his death, Albert was clearly
competent to negotiate various delicate transactions, including
intricate arbitrations, as is evident from six documents dating
from 26 September, 1277 to 18 August, 1279. When Albert made
out his last will and testament in January, 1279, making his
brother Friar Henry of Lauingen, prior of Wiirzburg, executor
of the will, he stated that he was of sound mind and body
(sanus et incolumis) >

38 Bartholomew of Capua’s testimony in Proc. Canoniz. S. Thomae, n.82 in
Thomae Aquinatis Vitae Fontes Praecipuae, ed. cit., pp. 824-25.

3¢ H. C. Scheeben, Albert der Grosse: Zur Chronologie seines Lebens, Quellen und
Forschungen zur Geschichte des Dominikanerordens in Deutschland (Vechta:

Albertus-Magnus-Verlag, 1931), pp. 123-27.
]
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That Albert was getting senile toward the end of 1279, at the
age of eighty, can hardly be gainsaid. It is quite possible, con-
sidering his age and the incredible energy he had put into
everything he did, that Albert’s memory did begin to fail and
that at times he might have been completely befuddled. Henry
of Herford gives three explicit indications of Albert’s growing
senility, all of which seem to have taken place during the last
fifteen months of his life. For example, once a certain Arch-
bishop Sigfried wanted to visit the aging bishop, but when he
was announced, Albert replied, “ Albert is now here.” 3" All
that can be said is that neither Albert nor his confreres were
unprepared when death came for the saintly bishop on Friday,
the feast of St. Geltrud, 15 November 1280, He was then octo-
genarius et amplius. No one knows how much amplius, but he
could not have been more than eighty-one when he died.

In his own day he was with good reason known as Doctor
universalis and Doctor expertus, for his knowledge was truly
“universal ” and he knew much from personal “ experience ”.
Late in his own lifetime he was even known as Lord and Friar
Albert “the Great.” In the words of Ulrich of Strasburg, a
Cologne disciple and intimate {riend, Albert was “a man so
superior in every science, that he can fittingly be called the
wonder and miracle of our time.” *® Today he is not only a
saint and Doctor of the Church, but also the heavenly patron
of those who cultivate the natural sciences. He is seen as the
much-needed intercessor in our new age of atomic power and
its consequent uncertainties. May his wisdom guide us now
in our scientific and moral dilemmas.

JAMEs A. WrisHEIPL, O.P.
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies
Toronto, Ontario

Canada

3" Henrici de Herford, Chronica, ed. cit., p. 202.
38 Summa de bono IV, tr.3, c¢.9. See J. Daguillon, Ulrich de Strasbourg, La
“ Summa de bono.” Livre I (Paris: Vrin, 1930), p. 1389.



THE KINGDOM OF GOD IN ALBERT THE GREAT
AND THOMAS AQUINAS

[

HE CALL TO REPENTANCE and conversion on
account of the imminent coming of the kingdom of God
is the central theme of the proclamation of Jesus.* It

seems moreover that Jesus was the only teacher of Judaism or
early Christianity to make the kingdom the center of his mes-
sage. Not that the formula was original to him. The idea that
God is king 1s present in early strata of the Old Testament as
well as in the religions of Israel’s neighbors.? The formula
‘kingdom of God’ derives from the thoughtworld of Jewish
apocalyptic and of the Aramaic targummim that were read in
the synagogues of Palestine in Jesus’s day.* The kingdom is
never precisely defined in the gospels and this is not the place
to defend a reconstruction of its meaning. It must suffice here
to summarize a view which is common in modern biblical schol-
arship and which is presupposed in what follows.

Interpretations of the Kingdom

The kingdom then is a future reign of God upon earth which
brings with it peace, justice, joy. It occurs in time, in history;
it embraces the political, social, and personalistic dimensions of
life and is intended to include all human beings and the entire
cosmos.* Thus from the viewpoint of the Synoptic Gospels the

1 J. Weiss, Jesus’ Proclamation of the Kingdom of God (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1971; Germ. orig., 1892); R. Schnackenburg, God’s Rule and Kingdom (New York:
Herder & Herder, 1963; Germ. orig. 1959).

2 K. L. Schmidt, s.v. basileus, etc,, in XKittel, Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), vol. 1, pp. 573-595; Kleinknecht,
Quell, Stauffer, Kuhn, s.v. theos, ibid., vol. 8, pp. 65-123.

8 Schnackenburg, God’s Rule, pp. 41-75.

¢ Matt. 6:33; Rom. 14:17; P. Tillich, Systematic Theology (Chicago: University
of Chicago, 1963), vol. 8, pp. 297-423, esp. the four defining characteristics, p. 358;
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believer has two hopes: the individual expectation of death,
resurrection, judgment, heaven, and the enjoyment of the bliss-
making vision of God on the one hand, and an expectation of
a future intervention of God through the Son of Man come to
earth, in a word, the kingdom of God, on the other hand.

This double expectation of the synoptics, that is, of Jesus,
quickly began to break up after his death. The kingdom is less
central in Paul, and in the gospel according to John it has
nearly disappeared (five times only, in 3:3,5; 18:36, as con-
trasted with 121 times in the Synoptics), to be largely dis-
placed by the promise of ‘ eternal life > begun here on earth and
completed in the resurrection.” As Christianity moved ever
further into the Hellenistic world and left behind its Jewish
Palestinian roots the apocalyptic kingdom hope faded further
and further into the background.

This becomes clear from a brief survey of patristic views.® As
a representative of Alexandrian neo-Platonic philosophical
Christianity, Origen held that the kingdom was identical with
Jesus himself. To express this he coined the term autobasileia,
self-kingdom, by which he meant that Jesus was himself the
kingdom. Origen went on to interpret the kingdom pietistically
as the soul of the believer divinized or transformed by grace.
Thus the kingdom came to mean for him the immortality of
the soul, eternal life, heaven itself, the goal of the soul.

For Eusebius of Caesarea, who had become a kind of court
chaplain to Constantine, the first ruler of the Christian empire,
the kingdom was obviously the Christian empire itself. Thereby
he expressed the hitherto persecuted Christians’ astonishment

J. Moltmann, Theology of Hope (New York: Harper, 1967); W. Pannenberg,
Theology and the Kingdom of God (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1969).

5 J. Blank, Krisis (Freiburg: Lambertus, 1964); P. Ricca, Die Eschatologie des
vierten Evangeliums (Zurich: Gotthelf, 1966); M.-E. Boismard, *“ L’évolution du
théme eschatologique dans les traditions johanniques,” Revue Biblique 68 (1961):
507-24.

¢ R. Frick, Die Geschichte des Reich-Gottes-Gedankens in der clten Kirche bis
2u Origenes und Augustin (Giessen: T6pelmann, 1928); G. W. H. Lampe, “Some
notes on the significance of basilein tow theou, basileia christou, in the Greek
Fathers,” Journal of Theological Studies 49 (1948):58-73.
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at their sudden reversal of fortune. It was only natural that in
the first flush of their enthusiasm for the new arrangement the
fourth-century Christians like Eusebius overestimated its sig-
nificance and future potential theologically. It did not take
them long to be disillusioned.

In the thought of Augustine a few generations later such a
naive identification of kingdom and empire has been tempered
by experience. Augustine, in his great work The City of God
(Book 20,9), moves in a different direction. He comes close to
identifying the kingdom with the church, as he says: “The
Church even now is the kingdom of Christ, and the kingdom of
heaven,” although he realizes that it is not so perfectly or as it
will be in the future. For his refined thought it is really the
elect. who are the kingdom, but, as his view became the common
one in the Western Church for a long time, some of the fine
points were gradually lost. In medieval Augustinianism there
were occasional temptations to identify the kingdom with the
Holy Roman Empire but these tendencies were resisted by
Pope Gregory VII (Hildebrand) and his successors. For them
the church was the kingdom on earth.

Even Dante, who fiercely fought for the view that the au-
thority of the Roman Empire came directly from God and not
{from the church, did not go so far as to assert that the Empire
was the Kingdom of God on earth, although he does argue that
it is typified by “ the earthly Paradise ” and he goes on to say
that the emperor is responsible for guiding mankind to what-
ever temporal happiness there is.” One could argue that Dante
comes very close to making the identification between Kingdom
of God and Empire for all practical purposes. But in fact there
is a gap between the New Testament view and his, because the
New Testament expects a new divine intervention in history
and Dante does not.

" Dante, On World-Government or De Monarchic (New York: Liberal Arts,
1957; 1810-13 or 1817), especially II1, 16. For views on the Christian Empire
through the ages, see Alois Dempf, Sacrum Imperium (Munich-Berlin: R. Olden-
bourg, 1929 repr. 1973).
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Summarizing then we may say that the Middle Ages on the
whole did not well understand the this-worldly future dimension
of the kingdom because of three factors: a widespread ignorance
of the apocalyptic Jewish background of this expectation, to-
gether with an acute Platonic longing for the eternal, for a
place outside of time and history. This is the first factor. To it
we must add the Augustinian transformation of the kingdom
into the church militant and triumphant, and lastly the im-
perial ideology of the Christian empire as the kingdom of God
on earth.

Joachim of Fiore and Eschatology

This unclarity about a this-worldly future divine kingdom
characterizes three of the giants of high scholasticism: Bona-
venture, Thomas and Albert. But before turning to their
thought we should notice the one striking exception to this
genera] state of affairs, the prophetic movement associated with
the name of the Calabrian abbot, Joachim of Fiore (c. 1185-
1202) . Although Joachim, so far as I can tell, did not directly
reflect on the kingdom theme of the gospels, he did renew a
this-worldly hope of a new period of salvation history, which
he called a third status of the world, in which the works of the
Holy Spirit would be brought to perfection and in which
there would be no need for clergy since all the people
would be living as pure contemplatives. It seems that Joachim
himself presumed a continuity between the church of the sec-
ond status and that of the third status, a continuity which
would be firmly maintained by a perduring Petrine papal office.?

This simple threefold scheme of history sufficed to fire the

8 On Joachim and his influence see M. Reeves, The Influence of Prophecy in the
Later Middle Ages (Oxford: Clarendon, 1969); idem, Joachim of Fiore and the
Prophetic Future (New York: Harper, 1976); B. McGinn, Apocalyptic Spirituality
(New York: Paulist, 1979), pp. 97-181; idem, Visions of the End (New York:
Columbia, 1979), pp. 126-141, 158-167; H. deLubac, Exégése Mediévale, vol. 8
(Paris: Aubier, 1961), pp. 487-558; ibid., vol. 4 (Paris: Aubier, 1964), pp. 825-844;
E. Stachelin, Die Verkiindigung des Reiches Goites in der Kirche Jesu Christi,
vol. 3 (Bascl: Reinhardt, 1955), pp. 119-171, 251-269.
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imaginations and to raise the hopes of many for a better future
in this world. As such it had revolutionary and socially disrup-
tive potential.

While we cannot pursue all the tangled trails of Joachimism
through the Middle Ages, we must mention briefly the scandal
created by the eternal gospel promulgated by the Franciscan
Gerard of Borgo San Donnino (the modern Fidenza) in 1254.
In that year Gerard circulated a collection of three of Joachim’s
main works together with an introduction in which he drew the
most damaging conclusions. Seven errors extracted from that
Libellus introductorius were condemned by Pope Alexander IV
on 23 October 1255. These errors are: (1) that the eternal
gospel which 1s identical with Joachim’s teachings surpasses the
teaching of Christ and thus the whole Old and New Testaments;
(2) that the gospel of Christ is not the gospel of the kingdom
and therefore does not build up the church; (8) that the New
Testament must be as invalid as the Old Testament; (4) that
the New Testament will only remain in force for the next six
years that is, until the year A.D. 1260; (5) that those who live
beyond this time are no longer held to accept the New Testa-
ment; (6) that to the gospel of Christ another gospel follows,
and another priesthood in place of the priesthood of Christ;
(7) that no one is able in himself to instruct people about
spiritual and eternal matters except he go about barefoot.” At
the University of Paris this affair was blown up to huge propor-
tions by the animosity of the secular masters, and particularly
William of St. Amour, against the Mendicants. Gerard had
made matters worse by identifying the three angels of the four-
teenth chapter of the Apocalypse with Joachim, Dominic and
Francis and explaining them as heralds of the third status. At
the provinecial Council of Arles in 1263 the whole “ pernicious
doctrine ” of the three status, as preached by the Joachites, was
condemned, together with the writings of Joachim which were

? Original Latin in H. Denifle and E. Chatelain, Chartularium Universitatis
Parisiensis, vol. 1 (Paris, 1889), p. 272. Cf. E. Benz, “ Die exzerptsiitze der Pariser
Professoren aus dem Evangelium Aeternum,” Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte 51
(1932): 4151

|
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its foundation. In spite of these condemnations and of the fail-
ure of Gerard’s hopes to materialize in 1260, his doctrine spread
like wildfire among many friars, affecting even the generals of
the two major new orders. This situation provided a real threat
to the leadership of the church and a challenge to the greatest
theologians of the Franciscans and Dominicans, Bonaventure
and Thomas Aquinas respectively. This crisis also helps to
explain the relative blindness of these great men to the cen-
trality of the gospel theme of the kingdom of God. To be sure
it is only a partial explanation, but it did leave its mark.

The response of the two doctors varied as vary it must given
the different situation of the two orders. Bonaventure had to
try to meet the Joachites within his order halfway, to attempt
a compromise, because the number of extremists was larger
among the Franciscans and the danger of their going into
schism was greater, and because the eschatological evaluation of
their founder Francis was nearly universal among them and was
shared by Bonaventure himself. This solution Bonaventure at-
tempted in his great Collationes in Hexaemeron which he gave
at the University of Paris in the summer of 1278 and which had
to be left incomplete and unrevised because of his elevation to
the cardinalate. In this work Bonaventure undertakes a funda-
mental treatment of the theology of history. It is the only work
in which a leading scholastic theologian attempts a synthesis of
historical symbolic thought (such as characterized Joachim’s
interpretation of biblical prophecy) with the conceptual-ab-
stract thought of Scholasticism.*

Abbreviating Bonaventure’s careful and complicated schemes
drastically we can say that he did attempt to discern a pattern
of salvation history, including an expectation of an ultimate
flowering of the Church within history. He follows Joachim
exactly in the expression of this hope by placing the seventh
age between the destruction of Antichrist and the Last Judg-

1% Bonaventure, Qpera omnia, 10 vol. (Quaracchi, 1882-1902), vol. 5, pp. 320-
449. Reeves, Prophecy, pp. 179-181. The fundamental analysis is by J. Ratzinger,
The Theology of History in St. Bonaventure (Germ. orig. 1959; Chicago: Fran-
ciscan Herald, 1971).
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ment and by distinguishing it from the eighth age.'* He also
lists Francis as a member of the ultimate order, the ordo con-
templantium, the ordo seraphicus, and gives him eschatological
status as Sixth Angel of the Apocalypse (Rev. 7:2) and as
Elijah in his second coming. But he does not hold that the con-
crete, historical Franciscan order is this ultimate, seraphic order.
It is only cherubicus and not seraphicus. This means that the
present Order of Franciscans is not yet the true Order of Fran-
cis. Thus Bonaventure makes a distinction between Francis
and Franciscanism.”* By means of these distinctions Bonaven-
ture tried to link events of his own day with an imminent escha-
tological future while at the same time preserving continuity
with the existing church. He inherits from Joachim a this-
worldly hope but firmly connects it with the return of the Son
and the abiding validity of the New Testament. In this he was
perhaps being faithful to the true meaning of Joachim himself
but not to his radical successors.*®

Thomas Aquinas and the Kingdom of God

The attitude of Thomas Aquinas to the radical expectations
of a third age of the church aroused by the Joachite movement
is more abruptly negative. But before we look at Thomas’s
relation to Joachimism we should first consider his position in
regard to our central theme of the kingdom of God, in order to
see why the Joachite conflict is relevant. If one consults the
standard index to the two Summae of Thomas** under the

** Collationes, Delorme ed., p. 185.

2 Ratzinger, Theology of History, pp. 81-51.

® Reeves, Prophecy, p. 180f,

** Indices . . . in Summa theologiae et in Summa contra Gentilles . . . , ed.
C. S. Suermondt (Rome: Leonine, 1948); the older index to the complete works
of Thomas, called the Tabula aurea, of Peter Bergamo (Rome: Paulinae, 1960),
p- 822, adds a few minor references whnich do not substantially alter the picture:
In Sent. 4, d. 49, q. 1, art. 2, q. 5, ¢; 1-2, q. 108, a. 1, ad 1 um; In Sent. 4, d.
15, q. 8, al, q. 4, ad 1 um; In Rom. 10, lect. 1; 11, lect. 1; 14, lect. 2. The
picture which emerges from the new massive Index Thomisticus, ed. R. Busa
(Stuttgart: Frommann—Holzboog, 1975), Sectio II, vol. 19, entry no. 69107—a,
—b, pp. 290-293, is certainly much vaster and more complex, but not significantly
different from that already drawn.
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word regnum one will find almost nothing. While this discon-
certing result is not entirely justified, as we shall see, it contains
an important lesson. The fact is that Thomas Aquinas does not
devote any significant portion of his principal theological enter-
prise to the kingdom of God, the central theme of the preaching
of Jesus. This may be considered a serious weakness in the
greatest doctor of the medieval Church. Our task is not to
praise or to blame but to understand. Of course Thomas has a
vast moral construction built around the theme of justice in his
great Summa theologice. And as a matter of fact Thomas does
treat of the kingdom in his commentary on Matthew as well as
in his Summa theologiae, in his commentary on the Sentences,
in the Quaestiones quodlibetales as well as in the theological
opusculum, Expositio super secundam decretalem ad Archidia-
conum Tudertinum. But in all of these instances execept for the
first it is in a context of polemical interaction with the theology
of history of Joachim of Fiore. Thus in his day the subject was
a theological live-wire which Thomas handled with reserve.

We will now consider some of the kingdom texts from Thomas
and then suggest some reasons why he remained so cool toward
the theme and toward Joachimism.

In his commentary on Matthew where he cannot bypass this
theme we get the impression of a certain amount of confusion.
This confusion may of course be due to his secretary since this
commentary is a reportatio, that is, unrevised lecture notes
taken down by a student secretary, as opposed to a dictatus.
His view (on Matthew 8:2) runs:

The Kingdom of Heaven in the seripture may be understood in
four ways. For sometimes it means Christ himself dwelling in us
through grace; Luke 17:21: The Kingdom of God is within you.
Here the Kingdom of Heaven is spoken of because by means of
the indwelling grace the way of the heavenly kingdom is begun in
us. —Secondly the Kingdom can mean Sacred Secripture itself;
thus Matthew 21:43 says: The Kingdom of God will be taken
away from you, that is, Sacred Scripture. It is called a Kingdom
because its law leads to the kingdom. —Third, it refers to the
present Church militant; Matthew 18:47: The Kingdom of Heaven
is like a net cast into the sea and gathering oll manner of fish, etc.
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Here it is called a Kingdom because it is founded and set up in
the manner of the heavenly Church. —Fourth, the Kingdom of
Heaven can mean the heavenly court: Matthew 8: 11: They shall
come from the east and from the west, and they shall recline with
Abraham and Isaac and Jacob in the Kingdom of Heavenl®

Of these four senses the first is the familiar false start based
on Luke 17:21, which becomes the basis for an individualist,
private interior definition. The third and fourth, the kingdom
is the church on earth and heaven after death, follow the usual
Augustinian line. The second, which defines the kingdom as
Scripture itself, can only be characterized as a rather remote,
arbitrary equivocation.

A second, more familiar passage on the kingdom comes in the
Summa theologiae, in one of its finest patches of biblical theo-
logy, the tractate on biblical law (I-II, qq. 98-108). In the
subsection on the New Law of the gospel (qq. 106-108), in q.
106, article 4, is found the question whether the new law will
last till the end of the world. Here the objections are all de-
rived from Joachite or radical Joachite teaching and the fourth
explicitly mentions the kingdom (of God). In the body of the
article Thomas makes a distinction in terms of the status
mundi, Joachite terminology:

The state of the world may change in two ways. In one way, ac-
cording to a change of law, and thus no other state will succeed this
state of the New Law. For the state of the New Law succeeded
the state of the Old Law, as a more perfect law a less perfect one.
Now no state of the present life can be more perfect than the state
of the New Law. . . . In another way, the state of mankind may
change according as man stands in relation to one and the same
law more or less perfectly. . . . Thus, too, the state of the New Law
is subject to change with regard to various places, times and per-
sons, according as the grace of the Holy Spirit dwells in man more
or less perfectly. Nevertheless, we are not to look forward to a
state wherein man is to possess the grace of the Holy Spirit more
perfectly than he has possessed it hitherto. . .

*®* Thomas Aquinas, Super Evangelium S. Matthae: lectura, ed. R. Cai (Turin:
Marietti, 1951), on ch. 3, verse 2, par. 250. Cf. Maximino Arias Reyero, Thomas
von Aquin als Exeget (Einsiedeln: Johannes, 1971).
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With respect to a promised age of the Holy Spirit advanced in
the third objection, he scores an effective point:

The Old Law corresponded not only to the Father, but also to the
Son, because Christ was foreshadowed in the Old Law. . . . In like
manner, the New Law corresponds not only to Christ, but also to
the Holy Spirit, according to Romans 8:2: The low of the Spirit
of life in Christ Jesus, etc. Hence we are not to look forward to
another law corresponding to the Holy Spirit.

In other words, the whole Trinity is always present to its crea-
tion, is always active in history. To the mission of the Son
succeeded that of the Spirit, but that occurred already at Pen-
tecost. Whatever is to come in the future will involve the Son
as well,

With respect to the kingdom he simply says in the reply to
the fourth objection: “ Since Christ said at the very outset of
the preaching of the Gospel: The kingdom of heaven is at hand
(Matt. 4:17), it is most absurd to say that the Gospel of Christ
is not the Gospel of the kingdom.

And so with harsh words like vanitas and stultissimum he
rejects the Eternal Gospel of Gerard’s distorted Joachimism, as
well as Joachim’s Trinitarian scheme of history.

In a Quodlibetal Question (q. 13, a. 1) on the possibility of
a massive defection in the church from the ideal of Gospel
poverty, a difficulty is raised that nowadays the church has
armies (castra) at her disposal. In his reply, based on Augus-
tine, he does admit different temporal states of the church but
not a fundamental discontinuity.

Augustine replies in a letter Against the Donatists, based on Psalm
2:1: “ Why do the nations rage? ” He distinguishes different times
of the Church. There was a time when kings resisted Christ, and
at that time they did not give support to the faithful but killed
them. But now is another time when kings understand and the
learned serve the Lord Jesus Christ in fear, etc.,, and so in this
time kings are vassals of the Church. And so there is another state
of the Church then and now, but there is not another Church.®

¢ Thomas Aquinas, Quaestiones Quodlibetales, ed. R. Spiazzi (Turin: Marietti,
1956), pp. 2311, no. 244 (19).
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This is an indication of considerable social optimism, as well
as a high evaluation of the Christian empire, but makes the
empire still subordinate to the church.

Finally, dealing with speculation on the millenium, Thomas
expresses scepticism about foretelling the future by the con-
cords of the Old and New Testaments:

T do not think that these persecutions were prophetically signified
by those deeds done in Egypt, although, by those who think this,
individual events from both periods exquisitely and ingeniously
seem to be compared: This is done not by a prophetic spirit but by
the conjecture of the human mind which sometimes arrives at the
truth and sometimes fails. And the same should be said about the
sayings of the Abbot Joachim who by such conjectures sometimes
predicted truly about future events and in some matters was
deceived.

Thomas’s critique of Joachim’s method of finding harmonies
between the Testaments is trenchant and reasonable, but there
is an alternative danger of spiritualizing, ahistorical exegesis of
a kind dependent on the Pseudo-Denis. Thomas himself is not
always immune from this danger, and Albert, as we will see, is
even more prey to it. The value of Joachim’s method is as a
corrective counterweight which takes the events of history with
full religious seriousness.

Before turning to Albert, let us summarize some of the fac-
tors which inhibited Thomas in his appreciation of a theology
of history which is implied in a this-worldly coming of the king-
dom and which was represented in his own day in a somewhat
deformed way by Joachite speculations and expectations. First
of all he probably realized the socially disruptive potential of
this theology and, since he had family connections with the
Hohenstaufen emperors, was on friendly terms with the saintly
French king Louis IX, and from time to time served as a theo-
logian at the papal court, he wanted to help them to maintain

17 Cf. DeLubac’s balanced judgment, Exégése Médiévale, vol. 3, p. 556f. Joa-
chim’s own contrast of allegoria and concordia, both of which he accepts, may be
found in McGinn, Apocalyptic, pp. 122-124, from Concordia, Book 2, Part 1,
Chapters 3 and 4.
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the fragile social fabric as it then was. Secondly, the anti-
mendicant controversy and the excesses of Gerard of Borgo San
Donnino threatened the very existence of the friars. Under
these circumstances it would have been unwise to encourage
apocalyptic expectations. Third, Thomas’s chief claim to social
boldness and apostolic heroism was his effort to meet the intel-
lectual and spiritual needs of the new class of urban lay in-
tellectuals and merchants by the integration of Aristotelian
science and Christian faith. To do this he had to emphasize
sober theological restraint and timeless necessary truths, rather
than the caprice of historical change.”® Fourth, Thomas’s secu-
lar learning is predominantly philosophical rather than histori-
cal and his approach to Scripture and theology is predominantly
sapiential rather than polemical or prophetic or historical.’* He
also had a strong conviction about the absolute finality and
sole sufficiency of Jesus Christ as well as about the present
work of the Holy Spirit and those were at least compromised
by Joachimism. The great works of Greek, Roman and Jewish
historiography were simply not available to him, nor were the
pseudoepigraphical works of Jewish apocalyptic.?® Finally, we
may note that he did not complete his great Summa, so that we
do not have his last word on eschatology, but if we judge from
the sketch at the end of the Summa contra Gentiles this would
not have altered the picture significantly.

Albert the Great and the Kingdom of God

With Albert (1206-1280) we are in a different world. Al-
though he has much to say about the kingdom, he nowhere, so
far as I can see, discusses it in terms of Joachim’s theology of

18 Cf. B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages, 2nd rev. ed.
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1952), p. 292.

*® But his great tract on prophecy in the Summa theol, II-II, qq. 171-174,
contained enough power to ignite a Savonarola. See McGinn, Apocalyptic, p. 804,
n. 10.

**For a fuller and more balanced presentation of Thomas’s relation to history,
sece Max Seckler, Das Heil in der Geschichte. Geschichistheologisches Denken bes
Thomas von Agquin (Munich: Késel, 1964) .
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history. We are back in the world of Plato, the Pseudo-Denis,
and Augustine, but with the addition of Aristotle. We can treat
him last because he lived longer than Thomas and Bonaven-
ture, and because his great commentaries on the four canonical
gospels ** were given their final form toward the end of his life,
between 1270 and 1276.* These commentaries are the only cer-
tainly authentic works among the various commentaries on
New Testament books attributed to him.*® They have not yet
been critically edited, unfortunately. They are masterpieces of
medieval university exegesis, always striving for the literal
truth, the wveritas litterae. Perhaps Spicq does not exaggerate
when he says that “ a ce titre, . . . il est le eréateur de P'exégése
scientifique.” ** For our purposes we have checked every refer-
ence to the kingdom of God in his commentary on the synoptics
and found the richest material in his commentary on Matthew,
to which he refers back in the rest of his references.

Albert gives a preliminary definition of the kingdom of God
at its first occurrence, in Matthew 3:2. His fullest treatment
is found when he comes to the Lord’s Prayer, at 6:10. This runs
to eight quarto pages. All the other comments are compara-
tively brief. Our procedure then will be first to present a trans-
lation and analysis of the first definition, then to summarize his
shorter, scattered remarks, and then thirdly to concentrate on
his full dress treatment. We will conclude with an overall eval-
uation in light of contemporary theology and exegesis.

The kingdom of the heavens is threefold: (1) one, which is within
us, Luke 17:21: “ The Kingdom of God is within you.” And this

# These four commentaries are found in the Borgnet edition (Paris: Vivds
1893), in volumes 20-24.

2Ct. J. M. Vosté, “Sanctus Albertus Magnus Evangeliorum interpres,”
Angelicum 9 (1932): 242-246. Also published in book form, S. Albertus Magnus
sacrae paginae magister (Rome: Angelico, 1932), vol. 1, pp. 3-62.

- 22 C. Spicq, Esquisse d'une historie de Uexégése latine au moyen age (Paris:
Vrin, 1944), p. 296.

#4 Spicq, Esquisse, p. 298. Other treatments of Albert’s exegesis may be found
in Smalley, Study, pp. 298-302 and passim, and H. de Lubac, Exégése médidvale,
vol. 4. pp. 302-307. See also the brief notices in G. G. Meerseman, Introductio
in opera omnia B. Alberti Magni O. P. (Brugge: Beyaert, 1931), pp. 93-96.

i
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is that concerning which it is said in Romans 14:17: “ The King-
dom of God is not eating and drinking, but righteousness, and
peace and joy in the Holy Spirit.” And through this Kingdom
God reigns in us. For this is, as Dionysius says, * distribution of
laws, and precepts, and offices, and classes (gradus) and goods
which pertain to the civilization (civilitas) of the saints.” And this
is the kingdom of God through which God reigns in us. And as
the first kingdom is the soul of the true (or: first) king, whose in-
sights (illuminationes) and orders and laws and acts as they take
effect among the people themselves constitute the kingdom, so this
kingdom is first of all in the mind of God, and then, when it is
promulgated among the saints, makes up the kingdom of the
heavens. And that which in heaven is external to ourselves (extre
nos) is like to this; but it is even more like the kingdom/reign of
the mind of God, which is third, and exemplar, and object, and
cause of the two other kingdoms. And it consists in three things:
(a) in the enlightening of those who belong to the kingdom, and
(b) in the powers of the kingdom, and (¢) in the duties actually
(ad actum) exercised. (2) The second kingdom is the kingdom of
the heavens outside of ourselves, which is the place and the honor
and the joy (jucunditas) of those reigning in heaven. And this is
acquired by the first kingdom (the one within us). (8) The third
kingdom is the one which is the object and cause of these: and this
is God descending into both the kingdom within us and the king-
dom in heaven. Wisdom 3:8: “ They will rule over peoples, and the
Lord will reign over them for ever.” Isaiah 33:22: “The Lord is
our king.” 2®

Albert’s understanding of the Kingdom of God may be sum-
marized as follows: the kingdom consists of three realities, the
life of virtues within the soul of the believer, the life of the
saints in heaven, and thirdly God himself. But as Albert under-
stands the third aspect there is really an underlying unity which
binds all three aspects together and that is the divine reality
present to itself, to the soul and to the blessed. In a word, for
Albert the kingdom of God is God himself. This is a relatively
original concept in the history of interpretation of this biblical
theme. Before Albert the kingdom had been interpreted either
as virtue or the resurrection or as the Christian empire or as

3 Albert Magnus, Enarrationes in Evangelium Matthaei, 8:2, Borgnet ed.
(Paris: Vivés, 1893), vol. 20, p. 94.
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the church, either the present church or the future church of
the Spirit, even as Christ but not, in any major witness, as God.
Let us take a closer look at the text to see what might have led
Albert to his peculiar view.

His starting point is unpromising enough, because he begins
with the least representative text in the Gospels, Luke 17:21:
“the kingdom of God is within you.” This much abused text
has usually misled readers to the conclusion that the kingdom
is an inner spiritual reality in the soul of the believer without
any future social reference except resurrection to eternal life
with the saints in heaven. But if translated as “ the kingdom
of God is among you, i.e., in your midst,” and read in context,
viz., as addressed to unbelieving Pharisees, as following upon
a healing miracle (Luke 17:11-19) and as introducing an en-
tire discourse on future eschatology (Luke: 17:22-18:8), then
the verse yields a view which fits better with the predominantly
future sense of the kingdom present throughout Luke and the
entire synoptic tradition. The verse would then mean that,
while the fullness of the kingdom is yet to come, it is already
sufficiently discernible in the healing deeds of Jesus to lead eye-
witnesses to a decision of faith in Jesus as the divinely accred-
ited agent of the kingdom. It has nothing to do with a kind of
private, individualistic pietism.?® But all of this was not appar-
ent to Albert, who depended upon the Vulgate’s intra vos.

After this false start, Albert unwittingly veers toward the
best and truest definition of the kingdom to be found in the
New Testament: Romans 14:17: “ the kingdom of God is not
in food and drink but justice and peace and joy in the Holy
Spirit.” Had he understood these values as a promise for an
earthly future and as social goods he would have been quite on

28 Augustin Georges, Etudes sur Poeuvre de Luc (Paris: Gabalda, 1978), pp.
297-298. When Albert himself comes to comment on this verse, he will recognize
this. After discussing other meanings, he then concludes: “ Nevertheless accord-
ing to the letter here [Jesus] means that a material kingdom is already present
among the Pharisees: because the king of the righteous, and the first ordering of
powers, and of the princes of the Apostles and disciples was in their midst, and
they did not recognize him.’



THE KINGDOM IN ALBERT AND AQUINAS 517

target. But his understanding of these realities is dominated by
his privatized view of the kingdom which he derived from Luke
17:21, so he takes them to be purely inner magnitudes, and
thereby strips them of their innate social, transformative power.
For Albert God reigns in our hearts but not directly in the
world. (Perhaps such a low view of God’s power to influence
and to direct the turn of historical events may be attributed to
Albert’s depressing episcopal experiences at close range with the
workings of the Christian church and empire, and especially to
his bitter experiences at having preached the crusade (ca.
1263) which went down to defeat at the Horns of Hattin
(1287) and finally lost even the miserable little toehold of St.
Jean d’Acre (1291). With the fall of Acre went an archbishop-
ric and a Dominican province.)

Perhaps this line of interpretation which we have been pur-
suing is misdirected. Perhaps Albert is not so unsocial after all.
A judgment in this matter depends in part on our interpreta-
tions of the next sentences in which Albert is drawing upon a
phrase of the Pseudo-Denis: “[The kingdom of God is] the
distribution of laws, and precepts, and offices, and classes
(9radus) and goods which pertain to the civilization of the
saints.” #

From his comments on this passage it appears that Albert is
not an unpolitical theologian. Rather he works out of the Pla-
tonic mode of political theory which is psychologizing and
idealistic. For Plato the ideal ruler is a philosopher, and his
principal means of directing his citizens is educational and
rhetorical, winning their hearts and minds through persuasion.
The Christian neo-Platonism of the Pseudo-Denis which Albert
follows transports this model of political theory into the mind
of God. It too is concerned with laws, offices, social classes and
civilization in general. For Albert the divine mind works
through persuasion, order, and actions. Thus there is an un-
mistakably social dimension to this thought. Albert thinks of

*7 8o far as T can tell, this is a loose quotation from Dionysius the Areopagite’s
treatise On the Divine Names, ch. 12 (P. G. 8, 969 A; Dionysiaca, 1, p. 527; the
translation into Latin is that of John Sarracenus).
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the kingdom as the divine rule, not in specifically territorial
terms. This is possible for him because the Latin term in ques-
tion, regnum, can mean both kingdom, in the sense of a terri-
tory under royal government, and the actual governing ac-
tivity, rule (Herrschaft). This interpretation is supported by
much contemporary biblical scholarship which prefers to trans-
late basileia toi theod as rule or reign of God. This translation
however fails to catch the earthly, territorial reference of the
biblical concept, so that many exegetes, the present writer in-
cluded, still prefer the translation “ kingdom ”.** But there can
be no doubt that Albert is catching an aspect of the biblical
meaning. And as Plato’s Republic can be interpreted both psy-
chologically and politically, so for Albert God’s rule of hearts
is also a rule of the state and sovereignty called the kingdom
of God.

Concluding our analysis of this key passage we note simply
that for Albert the second phase of the kingdom is the heaven
of the saints, and that the third, which holds the other two
together, is God himself. What is most striking in all of this is
Albert’s Platonic way of grasping and failing to grasp the social
dimension of the biblical concept.

Turning now to the second part of our study of Albert, we
will simply present without comment some of his more striking
and original remarks on the kingdom. On Matthew 6:33,
noting that Chrysostom says that the kingdom of God is here
eternal retribution, Albert comments: ““ This is true with respect
to the ultimate goal intended. But the kingdom which we are
here enjoined to seek is that by which God reigns among men.
The meaning is ‘ First,” by struggling, preaching, working well
(militando, praedicando, bene operando) , constantly ° seek the
kingdom of God,’ i.e., that he reign by a strengthened king-
dom-rule over men. ‘And its righteousness,” ie., the justice
by which this reign is strengthened, and which leads to an ever-
lasting reign.” '

283, Aalen, “Reign and House in the Kingdom of God in the Gospels,” New
Testament Studies 8 (1961-2), 215-240. .
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On Matthew 18:31 he observes: “The kingdom of heaven
is not like the kingdoms of other powers. For these rule by
coercive force (virtute coactiva). But the heavenly kingdoms
attract us by the force of love (virtute . . . amatiwa).” Com-
menting on Matthew 25:1, the parable of the wise and foolish
virgins, he says: “ The kingdom of heaven is here understood
as the pursuit of beauty which is set before man according to
the laws which lead to heaven.” On Luke 17:21a he teaches the
unwersality of the kingdom which he contrasts with the pro-
vincialism of the Donatists in Africa and of the Arians else-
where: “regnum enim gratiae Dei, in potestate saeculari non
erit: neque in una parte mundi, sed in toto mundo, quia totum
orbem obtinebit.”

Finally we come to Albert’s fullest treatment of the theme,
his commentary on the phrase of the Lord’s Prayer, Adveniat
Regnum Tuum, Thy Kingdom Come* His extensive observa-
tions fall into three parts. (1) What is a kingdom, and what is
this kingdom? (2) In what way is this kingdom the kingdom
of God the Father? (3) Why do we pray that it come? Thus
each of the terms Regnum Tuum Adveniat is analyzed sep-
arately. Of these three sections the longest, giving the definition
of the kingdom, is the first. It contains a remarkable compen-
dium of political philosophy, drawing upon Plato, Demo-
cratica (2), Timaeus, Aristotle, Ethics, Politics, and De Regi-
mane Dominorum (?), Cicero, Rhetorica prima, Ambrose, Au-
gustine, and the Pseudo-Denis. In this section Albert first
attempts a definition and characterization of a kingdom or
state in general and then (pp. 269-271) applies this data to the
religious concept of the kingdom of God. At a high point in the
discussion of the second section, Albert spontaneously bursts
into a prayer which will provide our own last words here (p.
272) . The third, brief section represents a sound and balanced
theology of grace in which God’s initiative is primary, but in-
cludes and invites our human, free response.

Leaning on Plato, Albert defines a kingdom as: nothing other
than complete power and dominion in a single person, animate

% In Evang. Matthaei, Borgnet ed., 20, pp. 265-272.
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justice, ordered by laws, concretized by urban communities as its
parts, strengthened by the force of arms, governing according to
the best principles of civilization, superabounding in external goods
and supplied with sufficient organic resources. . . . And if this power
were not in a single person, but were a divided power, then division
and schism could arise, and thence desolation. . .. A body with
many heads is a monstrous thing.

Albert then proceeds further to define each element in this
definition and his definitions are amplified and supported both
by classical and patristic authors and by frequent quotations
from the Bible, particularly from the historical books of the
Old Testament, as well as from the prophets and wisdom litera-
ture. This section is characterized by practical common sense,
as well as by some bizarre military ideas derived from the
Timaeus, but the whole discussion is conducted in terms of
classical antiquity with no reference to specifically contempo-
rary events or conditions, although, when Albert reports a class
of unmarried soldiers in Plato’s ideal scheme, he might be
thinking of the military religious orders of his own day. His
definition of justice is the standard Aristotelian suum cuique
tribuere, rather than the more Christian definition of Peter
Lombard: ustitia est in subveniendis miseris.

Albert then turns his attention to how all this applies to the
kingdom of God. His approach is highly spiritual and moral.

Taking all these matters into our spiritual lives (in spiritualibus),
then the divine processions [of the Trinity} create the dominion of
the kingdom in us, elevating, enriching and strengthening us. These
processions are rays of divine grace, which lift the heart up from
anything which would depress it into servitude, so that now we
should disdain to look at such things, but be powerfully lifted be-
yond them, and crush them, and be filled with beautiful and good
things as by a fountain (fontaliter). By this means we are subli-
mated above the vile (vilia) and never fall into them,

Albert then takes most of the elements of the Platonic defini-
tion and interprets them in terms of the spiritual life of the
believer. Thus “ justice must be our everlasting life.” “The
divine laws are engraved on our hearts to be kept inviolably.”
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Urban structures are interpreted as the duties of the virtues.
The seven women who embrace one man in Isaiah 4:1 become
the seven virtues (theological and cardinal). The weapons in
this kingdom are “ studies, alertness and Scripture, by which
the enemy devil is kept out.” We also share in the legions of
the angelic hosts, grouped in the nine choirs of the Pseudo-
Denis. And so on.

Thus God the Father confirms his kingdom in us, by giving us a
share in his lordship through grace, by which he raises us up and
assimilates us to his Son the king, who sits at his right hand.
Colossians 3:1f.

In the second section Albert explains why this kingdom be-
longs to the Father. “In it he reigns, he gives it to the Son,
through the Son he leads believers to adoptive sonship, and at
the end of time the kingdom will be turned over to him by the
Son with all who are in it and it in them.” Each of these four
aspects is then supported by Scripture quotations. The most
dynamically eschatological among these four aspects is the last,
which looks forward to a definitive divine resolution of history,
based on I Corinthians 15:24. This verse presupposes a Jewish
apocalyptic world view for its full understanding, but Albert
did not have such a world view at his disposal and the implica-
tions of the verse remain undeveloped in his commentary.

When Albert turns to the third and final term in the clause
Thy Kingdom come, (Adveniat), his commentary becomes a
little treatise on the theology of grace, in which the accent falls
on the primacy of the divine initiative and yet we are called to
a response. Thus he stands in the same line as Augustine and
Thomas.

It does not say that we should come to the kingdom [but that the
kingdom come to us]. This is because we do not of ourselves have
the power to do so. But if it should first come to us, then we can
finally by its force come to it. . . . Since the kingdom of God is the
power of perfect righteousness, the kingdom comes to us when it
goes ahead of us (nos praeveniens) and lays claim to us [and lib-
erates us, vindicat sibt], and then associates us in a common work,
that we might cooperate with it toward the establishment of the
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kingdom. . . . No one arrives at the honor of the kingdom, until the
kingdom has first come to him through the keeping of the laws and
virtues and righteousness and power in the aforesaid manner. (p.
272)

It is time for a concluding evaluation of Albert’s teaching on
the kingdom. This may be quickly accomplished by two obser-
vations, one laudatory, one deprecatory. Albert passes the test
of Tillich’s four-point definition of the kingdom: it is political,
social, personalistic and universal. But for Albert the kingdom
of God is only political in the Platonic psychologico-political
sense. In general we may speak of an emphatic spiritualizing
tendency in Albert’s thought on this point, which makes his
doctrine unsuitable as a theological basis for radical social doc-
trines today. This is confirmed by our second observation.
Albert fails the test of comprehending the Jewish this-worldly
inner-historical eschatological divine intervention which was
the specific content of Jesus’s own preaching.

Let us nevertheless conclude with Albert’s prayer:

Igitur, O Pater, est hoc hoe regnum decoris: in tuo dia-
demate fulget tota pulchritudo coelestis per circuitum
orbis: in cuius manu sceptrum est rectitudinis, eaque omnis
rectitudo est, certius verbis et sententiis: in cuius consci-
entia sacramenta consiliorum sunt abscondita: in cuius
conversatione fulgens et regalis praefulget conversatio vir-
tutis. Hoc igitur regnum tuum adveniat!

Bexepicr T. Viviano, O.P.
Aquinas Institute of Theology
Dubuque, ITowa



ALBERT THE GREAT AND THOMAS AQUINAS
ON THE MOTIVE OF THE INCARNATION

OTH PRE-CHALCEDONIAN and post-Chalcedonian
Christology focused on the relationship between human-
ity and divinity in the Christ, Jesus of Nazareth. Ro-

man Catholic Christology has always devoted attention to the
“person” of Christ, to his ontological “ make-up > which is
the ultimate source of his activity. If we look at the develop-
ment of Christology in the Middle Ages, it becomes clear that
intense study was given to this issue.' One of the significant
contributions of Thomas Aquinas to Christology touches on this
same topic.*

There is, however, another issue which was important for
medieval Christology: not the nature of the Incarnation or the
mode of union, but the purpose or motive of the Incarnation.
This question may not have been the primary Christological
concern of the Middle Ages, but it was a question which medi-
eval theologians pondered ® and which was significant both in

YA valusble study in this regard is Walter Principe’s four volumes on the
theology of the hypostatic union in the early thirteenth century: William of
Auzerre’s Theology of the Hypostatic Union (1963); Alexander of Hales's Theology
of the Hypostatic Union (1967); Hugh of Saint-Cher’s Theology of the Hypo-
static Union (1970); Philip the Chancellor's Theology of the Hypostatic Union
(1975) ; all published by the Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, Toronto.

28T, 111, qq. 2-6, written toward the end of Thomas’s second Parisian regency,
and especially q. 17, written after De unione Verbi Incarnati, constitute Thomas’s
contribution to and discussion of the mode of the Incarnation, See James
Weisheipl, Friar Thomas d’ Aquino (Garden City: Doubleday, 1974), pp. 307-315.

? For further discussion of the history of this question, see Rudolf Haubst, (‘ Das
hoch-und- spétmittelalterliche ‘Cur Deus homo?’” Miinchener Theologische
Zeitschrift (1955), 802-303. Also Robert North, Teilhard and the Creation of the
Soul (Milwaukee: Bruce, 1967), pp. 139-161.

Whether there would have been an Incarnation if man had not sinned is a
question primarily discussed within Latin theology during the high and late

523
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late medieval thought and in the Christology of the Reforma-
tion and Counter-Reformation. The issue was expressed as fol-
lows: would God have become incarnate if man had not sinned?
Would there be any ‘reason’ for the Incarnation if there had
been no need of redemption? Was the intention of God in be-
coming man to redeem humankind from sin, so that there would
have been no Incarnation if there had not been sin? But, if
there is “more’ to the Incarnation than the goal of redemption,
in what does this ‘more ’ consist?

Of course, in one sense, there is no way to answer such a ques-
tion. Any response can easily become a faulty, speculative
tendency to ‘read the mind of God.” Can we know what God
had in mind in becoming incarnate? Man can know that God
became incarnate and that the Incarnation was redemptive, but
can we know anything more than that? As Thomas Aquinas
rightly points out, we can only know through what God has
chosen to reveal to us. Does his revelation then tell us anything
concerning this question? In the end, it is a question of what
the Scriptures say, and it is in the interpretation of Scripture
that different opinions emerge.

Middle Ages. An exception seems to have been Isaac of Nineveh, 700 AD. As
North points out, Rupert of Deutz, c, 1100, raises the question, and Alexander of
Hales, c. 1200, does so as well. Albert the Great gives his opinion in the early
thirteenth century. Robert Grosseteste agrees with Albert, Bonaventure, however,
takes the opinion contrary to that of Albert, as does Thomas Aquinas. Alexander,
Albert, Robert Grosseteste, generally represent the opinion later attributed to
Duns Scotus. Bonaventure and Thomas maintain the opinion associated with
Thomas.

Theologians of the half century after Thomas accepted the opinion of Albert,
e.g., Matthew of Aquasparta, Raymond Lull, Peter of Auvergne, William of Ware,
Duns Scotus. John of St. Thomas and Cajetan later defended the view of
Thomas. But Ambrose Catharinus and Giacomo Nacchianti, both Dominicans,
did not follow Thomas on this issue.

For a discussion of the view of Duns Scotus, see: Johannes Bissen, “ De Motivo
Incarnationis, ” Antonianum 7 (1932), 314-336; Robert North, Teilhard and the
Creation of the Soul (Milwaukee: Bruce, 1967), 139-161; Edwin Rabbitte, “ The
‘Motive’ of the Incarnation: Was Scotus a Scotist? ” Irish Eeclesiastical Record
65 (1945), 117-125; Dominic Unger, “ Franciscan Christology: Absolute and Uni-
versal Primacy of Christ,” Franciscan Studies 2 (1942), 428-475; Dominic Unger,
“ Robert Grosseteste, Bishop of Lincoln (1285-1253) on the Reasons for the
Incarnation, ” Franciscan Studies 16 (1956), 1-36. '
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Setting aside the question of whether Scotus himself was a
“scotist ” on this particular question, what we have come to
label the “ scotist-thomist ” controversy had little to do orig-
inally with the views of Thomas and Duns Scotus themselves,
for the so-called “ scotist ” or Franciscan position had already
been the opinion of the famous teacher of Thomas Aquinas, one
of the greatest Dominican intellectuals of the Middle Ages,
namely Albert.* On the other hand, Bonaventure,’ the great
Franciscan, and Thomas both held the same opinion.

The issue becomes something more than various theological
opinions, however, with the Protestant Reform. For now “ crea-
tion-centered  theology and “ salvation-centered ” theology
are opposed to each other. For Luther, the Incarnation takes
place for justification. The centrality of Scripture, of Paul, of
justification, was emphasized and became a norm for Protestant-
ism. Yet, to the Catholics, the Protestant Reform seemed to be
a reaction which cut off rich theological traditions. To Catholic
eyes, it appeared as if it were Luther alone who interpreted
justification, and justification alone which was the norm for
interpreting Paul; and, finally, Paul alone the norm for under-
standing Scripture.

The issue of the relationship between creation, Incarnation,
and redemption is not simply academic; it has ecumenical im-
plications. In the days of Albert and Thomas we find both
opinions peacefully held, more compatibly entertained than in
the late medieval or post-Reformation theology. Other issues
have complicated and intensified this one. It is too great a
simplification to say that Greek theology and Franciscan theo-

* Alexander of Hales, a Franciscan, prior to Albert, is also generally considered
to have held this ‘scotist’ view. See Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica, III,
pars 1, tractatus 1, quaestio 2, titulus 2 (Quaracchi edition, 1948, vol. 4, text, pp.
41-42) (Cologne edition, 1622, III, q. 2, m. 138). Haubst, p. 304, however, con-
cludes it is difficult to know the precise opinion of Alexander of Hales.

% Bonaventure, Commentaria in libros sententiarum, III, distinctio 1, articulus
2, quaestio 2 (Quaracchi edition, 1887, vol. 8, pp. 21-28). Also see Alexander
Schaefer, “ The Position and Function of Man in the Created World According
to St. Bonaventure,” Franciscan Studies, 20 (1960), 261-316, and 21 (1961),
238-382.
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logy tend to be creation-centered and cosmic, and that Latin
theology and Thomas Aquinas tend to be salvation-centered.
Thomas, arguing from Scripture, holds that salvation from sin
1s the motive of the Incarnation, but he also suggests that an-
other motive is possible. It is also too simple to say that Ca-
tholicism is creation-centered and Protestantism salvation-cen-
tered.

This question is also important because it has pastoral impli-
cations for morality, spirituality, politics and liturgy as well as
ecumenism. Most contemporary Catholic christologies, such as
that of Karl Rahner, are ‘ scotist.” ¢ Scotism’ is found in con-
temporary Protestantism as well, as we see in the theology of
Herbert Richardson and Wolfhart Pannenberg. The philoso-
pher, Charles Sanders Peirce, was influenced by Scotus.

Let us turn, then, to Albert and Thomas to see what we can
learn from their theologies composed when the issue was less
polemical.

Albert on the Motive of the Incarnation ®

Three central ideas form the core of Albert’s opinion and can
be found in his solutio to the question. First, Albert manifests
an awareness of the tenuous character of any opinion on this
question. In the end, we simply do not know whether God
would have become man if man had not sinned. The ‘ motive’
for the Incarnation involves the freedom of God and hence the
incomprehensibility of that decisive choice. Thus Albert is mod-
est about offering an opinion. His own view is not to be asserted
strongly (nihil de hoc asserendo dico) ; it is uncertain (in hac

¢ The chronology of Albert’s life poses many difficulties. Sometime after 1240
he came to Paris, where he lectured on the Sentences of Peter Lombard for at
least two years, c. 1243-1245, and possibly for four years, 1241-1245. During
the summer of 1248 Albert went to Cologne to organize the first Dominican
studium generale in Germany. The final revision of Book IV of the Sentences was
completed in Cologne in 1249. He was elected provincial of the German
province in 1254. He died in 1280, about 80 years old. See Weisheipl, Friar
Thomas, pp. 82-51; also Weisheipl, “ The Life and Works of St. Albert the Great,”
Albertus Magnus and the Sciences—Commemorative Essays 1980, edited by James
Weisheipl, Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, Toronto, 1980).



THE MOTIVE OF THE INCARNATION 527

quaestione solutio incerta est) ; and it is expressed reservedly—
insofar as an opinion can be formed (quantum possum opinart).”

Second, Albert’s opinion is that “ the son of God would have
become man even if there had never been sin.” Albert’s opin-
ion is not the same as that of Thomas; nor, however, is it as far
removed from Thomas’s as it first appears to be.

Third, Albert offers his opinion hesitantly but still sees it as
more probable (probabilius) because, as he says, it is more in
accord with the piety of faith (credo hoc quod dixzi, magis con-
cordare pietati fidei) . His reason, given the uncertainty of either
opinion, for being inclined more to one side of the question than
to the other is based on what seems to him to agree with the
life of the faithful.®

Let us look at Albert’s discussion a little more closely. If man
had not sinned, he asks, would the Son of God have become
incarnate?

Albert first gives four reasons why God would not have be-
come incarnate if man had not sinned, and to each of these he
subsequently replies. Then Albert presents the other side and
states six reasons why God would have become incarnate even
if man had not sinned. These “ sed contra” arguments cannot
be identified with Albert’s opinion itself, for he also replies to all
six of these and disagrees with all six. In accord with the style
of the Schools, Albert is giving the arguments for both sides, but
he does not then simply accept one side. None of the arguments
on either side stands; hence both opinions are uncertain. This
uncertainty is Albert’s most fundamental assertion. The basis

7 Albert’s discussion and direct quotations from him are from his commentary
on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, Book III, distinction 20, article 4. For sec-
ondary sources, sece Haubst, p. 305, and North, p. 141. See V. M. Pollet, “Le
Christ d’aprés saint Albert le Grand,” La Vie spirituelle, 34-35 (1933), 78-108.

®1 have translated * pietas fidet™ as ““the piety of faith.” It is not immedi-
ately clear how Albert understands the expression. Pietas can mean piety, devout-
ness, the devotional life, the practice of the faith. Fides refers to the faith, the
life of faith. Perhaps pietas fidei can be seen as the life of the faithful, the prac-
tice of the faith. I use “the piety of faith” as a translation in order to avoid
interpretation, but “the life of faith” or simply *the Christian life” might
render it better.
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on which he then expresses a preference is his understanding of
the piety of faith. Let us look briefly at some of these pros and
cons,

He offers the following arguments in favor of the opinion that
God would not have become incarnate if man had not sinned.
The first two arguments are the liturgical use of the Exultet
sequence of Easter, and its felixz culpa theology. With this ap-
proach, however, Albert disagrees. He writes, “ Such ways of
speaking as calling a fault ‘ blessed’ or ‘ happy ’ are most im-
proper, for it is not called blessed or happy in itself but from
what follows upon it. . . . The Incarnation of Christ is not a
consequence of the fault; nevertheless, the great works of re-
demption . . . did come after the fault.” Hence the poetic felix
culpa argument does not prove that, if there had been no sin,
there would have been no Incarnation. Properly speaking the
fault is not “ blessed ” in itself, but only incidentally, since the
works of redemption do follow it and are grace.

The third argument is based on Romans 8:28, that all things
work unto good for those who love God. A gloss includes, “ even
sins.” So good can come even from original sin and this good is
the incarnate Christ; if there had been no sin, there would have
been no need for Incarnation. The fault in this argument is the
gloss. For Albert, sin does not work unto good except incident-
ally, e.g., by making someone more vigilant. Hence one cannot
link the Incarnation only to original sin. Redemption does fol-
low upon sin, but one does not know whether there would have
been an Incarnation or not if there had been no sin. To assume
that the Incarnation is tied only to redemption would be beg-
ging the question.

The fourth argument is that without sin there would be no
need for liberation or redemption. If man had not sinned, God
would not have manifested so great a love as he did after sin
had been committed. To this Albert replies that Christ might
still have become incarnate to demonstrate his infinite love and
to prepare multiple delights for us since he regards us as
brothers and sisters.
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Albert therefore does not accept the above arguments; in one
form or other they all beg the question. Incarnation and re-
demption are in fact related, but would they have to be so in
such a way that there could not be one without the need for
the other? Albert is unconvinced that they are ‘necessarily’
tied together. God could have become incarnate in any case.
Whether he would have is another question, and Albert’s re-
sponse is—we do not know.

Does Albert accept the other opinion: that God would have
become incarnate even if man had not sinned? This position is
also flawed. The first opinion is false because it states that God
would not have become incarnate apart from sin; the second is
false because it states that God would have become incarnate
apart from sin. Albert’s opinion is that God could have (hence
the first opinion is false), but that we do not know whether he
would have (hence the second opinion is false). Albert’s own
opinion is that probably God would have become incarnate but
we cannot conclude that with certainty. The freedom of God
underlies Albert’s opinion. The first opinion is false because it
denies the freedom of God to become incarnate and the second
because it denies God’s freedom not to. These stated opinions
do not sufficiently esteem the freedom of God.

Albert offers six reasons as to why God would have become
incarnate even if man had not sinned, all six of which he also
rejects.

The first one is the axiom, Goodness is diffusive of itself. God
cannot better diffuse himself than by becoming incarnate. Al-
bert replies: Goodness diffuses itself according to the capacity
of those who receive it. The union of the divine and human is
not something merited by human nature itself. Hence it was
not necessary for God to share Himself in this way. Again
Albert presumes God’s freedom.

The next is similar to the first. “ The greatest love shares
itself in the greatest way. But there can be no greater love than
when someone joins himself to another. Therefore since God’s
love for man was so great, he would unite himself to him. There-
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fore it seems that God would unite himself to man even if man
had not sinned.” Albert replies, “ The manifestation of his love
in glorification was enough, for it was not necessary that God
manifest every manner of love,” Again Albert appeals to God’s
freedom.

There is no need to look at all of the six statements along
with Albert’s objections to them. One further example is suffi-
cient, the third argument: “ An angel is not capable of being
united to the divine nature, but man is capable of being united.
Since no aptitude is created by God in vain, therefore it was
necessary that God become incarnate.” But, for Albert, * this
aptitude is not from nature but from the grace of election. . ..
It is not necessary that God do anything whatsoever in the best
way in which he could have done it if he had so willed, but it is
enough that he does things as he wills, as long as he does not
deny to them anything concerning their nature.”

Albert, then, is hesitant and uncertain about any opinion
which involves the divine will and freedom; hence his position
is that we do not know whether God would bave become in-
carnate or not if man had not sinned. But the opinion that God
would have become incarnate is probable for Albert simply be-
cause it is congruent with the piety of faith. It certainly would
be fitting for God to do so.

The Early Thomas: The Commentary on the Sentences

In his commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard,
Thomas’s view appears closer to his master and teacher, Albert,
than the thomist opinion might lead one to believe.® He is

® Thomas studied under Albert shortly after Albert was preparing his own lectures
on the Sentences. It is not certain whether he had already studied under Albert
in Paris. If he did, he would have been with him from 1245-1252. Nevertheless,
he studied under him in Cologne from 1248-1252. In 1252, Thomas went back to
Paris and lectured on the Sentences from 1252-1256, at the age of 27. Undoubtedly
at this time Albert’s influence on Thomas is strong. Thomas’s Summa comes later.
He worked on the first questions of the tertia pars, the christological section, in
1272. He stopped writing toward the end of 1273, and he died in 1274. Albert
was still alive. (Cf. Weisheipl, Friar Thomas, pp. 67-80, 289-320) ,
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aware of the soundness of both positions with respect to this
question and also the tenuousness of each. The arguments for
neither side are necessary. In fact, in the commentary, Thomas
does not adhere strongly to either opinion.

Thomas gives seven reasons in favor of the opinion that God
would have become incarnate even if man had not sinned.”® He
then gives four reasons for the contrary opinion. His own re-
sponse is that either view can be sustained. He is aware of the
“ probable ” character of both views, and maintains that both
views can be held—held as probable. He expresses no direct
preference for either.

Thomas begins his response with a theological and methodo-
logical principle. Only he who willed the Incarnation could
know its motive. That which depends on the will of God alone
cannot be known by us, or rather can be known only insofar as
it has been revealed, hence insofar as it is in the Seriptures and
the holy exposition of Scripture. In Scripture, however, the
only cause assigned to the Incarnation is the redemption of man
from the slavery of sin. Hence some say that “ probably ” the
Son of God would not have become man if man had not sinned.
As a support for this opinion, Thomas quotes Pope Leo and St.
Augustine. It is interesting—given the principles, and given
Thomas’s apparent conviction that this is the ‘reason’ most
consistent with Seripture—that he still speaks only of the prob-
ability of the opinion, not its conclusiveness. The major support
for this opinion, however, is its basis in revelation itself.

Thomas then considers the opinion of others who would main-
tain that, in fact, the Incarnation accomplished not only a lib-
eration from sin but also the exaltation of human nature and
the consummation of the whole universe. Hence, even if there
were no sin, these other causes would have motivated an In-
carnation. And Thomas writes of this opinion: “ This can also
probably be upheld.”

Thomas recognizes that those who uphold the first opinion
speak of it as probable, and those who maintain the other opin-

*® For this discussion and the references, see Thomas Aquinas, Scriptum super
libros. Sententiarum, 11, distinction 1, question 1, article 3.
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ion can also sustain their view as probable. It appears as if
Thomas does not hold to either opinion himself, and is, then, not
so far from the stance of Albert.

All seven arguments in favor of the proposition that God
would have become incarnate even apart from the need for re-
demption are quite speculative. To each of these, Thomas re-
plies that the argument is not conclusive,

For example, the fourth argument favors the opinion that
God would have become incarnate even apart from sin because
human nature is not expanded or enhanced as a result of sin.
Yet human nature was found in the Incarnation to be capable
of assumption into union with a divine person. Therefore it
must have been capable of being so assumed even prior 1o or
without sin. Moreover, God does not deny to the creature any
good which it is capable of receiving, and so he would have
assumed human nature even if man had not sinned. To this
Thomas replies by distinguishing the capabilities of a creature
as natural potencies from those which belong to our funda-
mental nature, to our obediential potencies which are not part
of our nature but which point to what God can still choose or
will. The capacity of human nature to be assumed into unity
with a divine person is not a natural but an obediential potency.
God does not deny any good which is in the order of a natural
potency, but the fulfillment of an obediential potency is differ-
ent. God is not bound to fulfill obediential potencies, simply
because he is not bound to do everything that he can in fact do.
One notes here the emphasis on divine freedom so central to
Albert’s theology.

Aquinas’s four statements, however, which express the view
that God would not have become man apart from the need for
redemption are either biblical or patristic. The arguments rest
on Luke 19:10, 1 Tim. 1:15; and upon a union of Hebrews 2: 14
and Romans 5:12; comments of Augustine as well as Gregory
the Great are used.’ In the article’s conclusion, Aquinas re-
sponds to these four statements, to all who maintain that there

3 Thomas’s text in the Sentences links the Augustine’s gloss to Matthew 18:11,
but Luke 19:10 (so identified in the Summa theol.) is meant.
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would have been no Incarnation if there had been no sin; he
briefly states that these maintain that Christ came for ransom
or redemption (ad redimendwm) and not simply, i.e., without
qualification (non simpliciter) .

We are led to conclude that Thomas has some sympathy for
the opinion that God became man for the sake of redemption.
He does not express at this point an explicit preference for one
opinion or the other, and he is aware that either opinion can be
sustained as probable. Like Albert, he shows an awareness of
the tenuousness of the discussion. He is sensitive to theological
method, to the limits within which a theologian can speak, to
the theologian’s dependency on Scripture in this issue. He is not
quick to eliminate a contrary opinion as simply unacceptable,
even when there are some biblical or patristic grounds for doing
so.

Yet Thomas is inclined in the direction of saying that, if there
had been no sin, there would have been no need for redemption,
and thus no Incarnation: (1) the very basis of his own re-
sponsio is that we can only speak on this question from what
has been revealed in Seripture; (2) the supports for this par-
ticular opinion are scriptural, whereas the supports for the other
opinion are speculative; (3) this opinion forms the bulk of his
response and comes first, whereas the other opinion is listed
second and described as also or likewise (etiam) probable; and
(4) he makes no effort to contradict this opinion, whereas he
replies to each of the seven arguments in favor of the opinion
that there still would have been an Incarnation.

Yet, although Thomas preferred one opinion, he acknowledges
the limits of either opinion, refrains from taking sides explicitly,
and allows the other to stand with almost equal probability.
Thomas was certainly aware that the direction his own inclina-
tion takes would lead to an opinion different from that of
Albert.

The Late Thomas: The Summa Theologiae

As we move from Thomas’s Commentary on the Sentences to
his Summa theologiae, the opinion of Thomas becomes explicit



534 DONALD GOERGEN, O.P.

but no less careful.®* The tertia pars of the Summa contains
Thomas’s theology of the person of Christ. The very first ques-
tion inquires ‘de convenientia incarnationis.” Thomas recog-
nizes, at least, a pedagogical importance attached to the question
of the “ suitability ” or ““ appropriateness ” of the Incarnation,
This question is a prologue to the tertia pars, an introductory
preface before Thomas discusses the nature of the union itself.
Of the six articles in the first question, only the third article
concerns us, asking whether, if the human race had not sinned,
there would have been nonetheless an Incarnation.

Thomas begins his response by acknowledging that “ there is
a difference of opinion on this matter.” “ Some say that even if
man had not sinned, the Son of God would have become in-
carnate. Others assert the contrary; and agreement with them
seems preferable.” Here Thomas makes his preference explicit;
it is a preference, however, not a conclusive argument. His lan-
guage does not reject the probable character of his earlier dis-
cussion. That the Son would not have become incarnate apart
from sin seems more likely, more probable. But why? That
which comes forth from the divine will is a mystery the reasons
for which cannot be known in and of themselves; they can only
be known if God chooses to reveal them, if they are contained
in Scripture, .

It is Thomas’s opinion (and was already so in his commen-
tary on the Sentences) that in Scripture the sin of the first man
is given as the reason for the Incarnation. Thus “ it is preferable
(convenientius dicitur) to hold that the work of the Incarna-
tion is ordered by God as a remedy for sin, in such a way that, if
there had been no sin, there would have been no Incarnation.”
Aquinas adds the qualification: “ Divine power, of course, is not
limited to this, for God could have become incarnate even if
there had been no sin.”

Again, as with Albert, it is important to distinguish what God
could have done, would have done, and what in fact he did do.
For Thomas, God in fact did become incarnate in order to save
us from the effects of sin. He could have, however, become in-

1% See ST, 11T, q. 1, a. 3.
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carnate even if there had been no sin. The question then is
whether God would have become incarnate apart from sin. Here
Thomas maintains that we can only inquire into this question
on the basis of what Scripture says since there is no other way
of knowing.

Disagreement with Thomas would have to be on the basis of
Thomas’s interpretation of Scripture or on his methodological
presuppositions (e.g., the divine will cannot be known unless
revealed; revelation is contained in Seripture) . One might dis-
agree with Thomas by arguing either (1) that Scripture itself
in other texts does not limit the effects of the Incarnation to
redemption, the removal of the effects of sin, or (2) that Scrip-
ture is speaking only about what God in fact did choose to do,
and not about what he might have chosen or would have done
if there had been no sin. Scripture would not in fact seem to
address the specific question of what God would have done.
Given the existential, historical, non-speculative character of
the Scriptures, one might well argue in this vein and conclude
with the early Aquinas that the other opinion is also probable
and fitting. Thomas Aquinas, however, understood Scripture to
say that God became man for salvation. In the Summa he does
not cite all the biblical references that he used in the Sentences.
The sed contra includes approvingly a comment of Augustine on
Luke 19:10 and the Gloss on 1 Tm, 1:15. The Seriptures, Au-
gustine, and the Gloss® help make his final opinion “ more
probable.” The weight Thomas grants Augustine and the Gloss
cannot be underestimated.

There are two other places where Thomas makes his preferred
opinion clear: in his Commentary on the First Epistle to Tim-
othy and in his disputation, On Truth.*

18 The Gloss is the Glossa ordinaria of Anselm of Laon and his assistants,
working about 1100-1180, the standard medieval commentary on the Bible. B.
Smalley identifies Anselm himself as responsible for the Gloss on Paul. Gilbert
de la Porrée, Anselm’s pupil, and Peter Lombard were responsible for Anselm’s
glosses becoming the standard, the Gloss; The Study of the Bible in the Middle
Ages (Notre Dame: University Press, pp. 46-66, pp. 60-66).

1 The writings on the Sentences date from 1252-1256. The first questions of
the tertia pars of the Summa are from 1272. The commentary on 1 Timothy
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1 Timothy 1:15 states, “ The saying is sure and worthy of
full acceptance, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save
sinners.” Thomas writes in his commentary on this epistle:

But if there had been no sinner, would he have become incarnate?
It seems not, because he came to save sinners. Therefore the In-
carnation was not necessary. Thus the Gloss: take away the illness
and there will be no need of medicine.

I respond. From the words of the saints, this is clear enough.
But this question is not of great authority because God ordained
that things come about according as they are to come about. And
we do not know what he would have ordained if he had not had
foreknowledge of sin. Nevertheless authorities seem to say ex-
plicitly that he would not have become incarnate if man had not
sinned, toward which opinion I am more inclined.*

As in the Summa, Thomas also makes his opinion explicit but
points out that this opinion is not authoritative. Thomas also
writes in the De wveritate, *“ Christ’s humanity is related differ-
ently to angels than to men . . . with respect to the end of the
Incarnation, which was carried out principally for the sake of
man’s liberation from sin; and so Christ’s humanity is ordained
to the influence which he exercises upon men as the end in-
tended, whereas his influence upon the angels is not the end of
the Incarnation but a consequence of the Incarnation.” *¢

A Final Perspective

Both Albert and Thomas are aware of the uncertain character
of both opinions. Both are aware of the theological and meth-
odological issues involved. Their “ opinions ” are less far apart
than they seem to be when taken out of the context of discus-
sion and theological method. Each would acknowledge his own

dates from the second Parisian regency, 1269-1272. De veritate, question 29,
is dated during the third year of the first Parisian regency, 1258-1259. Thus
Thomas’s opinion becomes explicit between 1256 and 1258. For the above datings,
see Weisheipl, Friar Thomas.

1% In Epistolam 1 ad Timotheum, lectio 4.

¢ De veritate, q. 29, a. 4, ad 5.
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opinion as being more of a preference than a certain conclusion;
each would be open to the other opinion as probable.

In Albert’s approach three points stand out. First, God could
have become incarnate even if there were no need for redemp-
tion from sin; supporting this is a theology of the freedom and
power of God. Second, we do not know whether God would
have become incarnate or not. Any opinion on this question
will be uncertain, for God’s freedom is central to Albert’s
Christology. Third, his own opinion on the second point above
is that the Son of God probably would have become incarnate
if there had been no sin, even though we cannot be certain of
this. Here he refers to the piety of faith.

Thomas represents an equally careful approach to the issue.
In his Commentary on the Sentences Thomas would agree with
the possibility apart from sin. With respect to the third point,
he does not make explicit an opinion one way or the other. He
is developing the methodological issues which lie underneath Al-
bert’s second point mentioned above. As Thomas insists that
either opinion can be maintained (and both are only probable)
he draws out the implication of Albert’s emphasis on the free-
dom of God. That which depends on the will of God cannot be
known by us as to whether it would have taken place or not,
except through what has been revealed through Scripture.
Thomas implies that the reason for the Incarnation as found in
Scripture is that of redemption.

The Summa theologiae does not develop any new directions;
Thomas makes his implicit preference explicit. The motive—
still uncertain, but now expressed as more probable because of
Scripture—is sin as the reason for the Incarnation. There could
have been an Incarnation, but, more probably, there would not
have been as far as we can judge from Scripture.

Does Aquinas go too far in the Summa? Do the Sentences
represent a view more consistent with his method? We can
recall that Scripture only gives the primary reason why God
did become incarnate and does not discuss other motives apart
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from sin. His method leaves us between divine freedom and
historical fact. The difference between Thomas and Albert is
that Thomas tends to see Scripture as more congruent with the
opinion that, if there had been no sin, there would not have been
an Incarnation. Albert sees the piety of faith as a support for
a creation-centered theology of the Incarnation, a view of in-
carnation in humanity and history with or without sin.

Doxaip Goercen, O.P.
Aquinas Institute of Theology
Dubuque, Iowa



ALBERT THE GREAT AND MARTIN LUTHER
ON JUSTIFICATION

NE RESULT of the ecumenical revolution which oc-
curred in that remarkable decade, the 1960s, was the
appearance of a number of studies comparing Thomas

Aquinas and Martin Luther. Stephen Pfiirtner uncovered sim-
ilarities between Luther’s understanding of faith and Aquinas’s
theology of hope. Harry McSorley displayed in Augustine,
Aquinas and Luther a triad of interpretations of free will, sinful
bondage and grace. H. Vorster’s book on freedom in Aquinas
and Luther represented a Protestant contribution to this con-
versation between two of the great Western theologians, The
final position of consummate achievement belongs to Otto
Pesch’s one thousand page study of justification in Aquinas and
Luther?

Some German reviewers of these books, sensitive to history
and historicity, pointed out the cultural and intellectual dis-
tance between Aquinas and Luther. As if in support of this gap,
McSorley and Pesch had shown that Luther had little if any
direct knowledge of Aquinas’s writings.> Nonetheless, cultural
history and the question of comparing one thinker and his

1Q. Pfiirtner, Luther and Thomas on Salvation (New York: Sheed and Ward,
1965) ; H. McSorley, Luther, Right or Wrong (New York: Paulist, 1969); H. Vor-
ster, Das Freheitsverstindnis bei Thomas von Aquin und Martin Luther (Gottin-
gen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1965); O. Pesch, Die Theologie der Recht-
fertigung bei Martin Luther und Thomas von Aquin (Mainz: Griinewald, 1967);
C. Hennig, Cajetan und Luther (Stuttgart: Calwer, 1966). This enterprise began
with Y. Congar, “Luther,” Vraie et fausse réforme dans Iéglise (Paris: Cerf,
1950), pp. 877ff. On the changing view of Luther in Catholic scholarship in gen-
eral, cf. R. Stauffer, Luther as Seen by Catholics (Richmond: John Knox, 1967).

2 Cf. McSorley, pp. 189f., and Pesch, “ Existential and Sapiential Theology. The
Theological Confrontation between Luther and Thomas Aquinas,” Catholic Scholars
Dialogue with Luther (Chicago: Loyola, 1970), pp. 611

539
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Zeitgeist with another cannot be quickly dismissed. To select
thinkers from different ages and to claim that they easily or
clearly agree, or that they participate in some single, eternal,
transcendental truth is to deserve the critique of scholars and
the burial of history itself. Weltgeschichte will be the Welt-
gericht of such an enterprise. If, however, we wish to under-
stand why two thinkers from admittedly different cultural
worlds (such as the Parisian thirteenth and the German six-
teenth centuries) do disagree, then our enterprise is legitimate.
For to compare two thinkers adequately and fairly is at the
same time to compare their cultural worlds and to see both the
similarities and differences therein. The following essay does
indeed abstract from the thought-forms of Luther and Albert,
which are quite different. We will look at the issue of justifica-
tion, especially of justification within or apart from the activity
of the human personality of the one justified. Although truth
is not easily timeless, it is possible to examine how an Albert
and a Luther, an Augustine and a Biel maneuver within the
dialectic of the grace of an omnipotent God and the fallen free-
dom of a creature.

In counterposing Aquinas and Luther, scholars in the 1960s
were doing more than comparing two of the great figures in
Western Christian theology. They were doing more than com-
posing the counterpoint of an ecumenical fugue. For Aquinas
and Luther are not only individuals: they formed the collective
consciousness of parts of Christianity. And this primal role be-
longs also to Aquinas’s teacher, for not only is he a medieval
thinker of import but before Aquinas he gave the momentum
to the great thirteenth century.

The Roman Catholic has until recently thought almost ex-
clusively out of an Aristotelian-Thomist framework; the catech-
isms of Catholicism since Trent are, in the main, simplified
scholasticism. The Lutheran family of the Reformation, how-
ever, thinks out of the framework of Paul and Augustine which
Luther vivified anew. For instance, for the Roman Catholic,
sin is a free, disoriented action contrary to the natural and



ALBERT AND LUTHER ON JUSTIFICATION 541

eschatological plan of God; for the Lutheran, sin is the human
condition, the prior and present ecology of our world before
God’s wrath and word. Despite the recent decades of a theo-
logy of grace which is more biblical and more personal, the
Roman Catholic tends to imagine grace to be an intermediary,
dynamic entity with which God moves my will to do good; for
the Lutheran, grace is God’s attitude towards me, merciful,
forgiving, just but loving. So, to compare Luther with Aquinas
was and remains worthwhile, for it has been the contrast not
only of men, but of churches, of theologies, of world-views. U.
Kuhn begins his comparison of Aquinas and Luther on law by
suggesting that not only is Aquinas typical of the Roman Ca-
tholic mentality, but that Baroque scholasticism must be passed
through so that in the real contributions and limits of medieval
theologians Lutherans as well as Catholics can find teachers.®

This anniversary year of Albertus Magnus offers the oppor-
tunity to build upon the studies of Aquinas and Luther; to go
a step further and see how Aquinas’s mentor and confrere, Al-
bert of Swabian Lauingen, addressed some of the theological
concerns and polemics of Luther in the area of justification.
Perhaps some further facets of the origin of the Reformation,
some further insights into the theology of grace and personality
will emerge as well as questions about the theological distance
between Lutherans and Roman Catholics today.

Justification is not simply one, interesting, ecumenical topic.
Luther said it was central to Christianity and Reformation. In
Aquinas and Albert, it is not given such importance in as far as
the content of their work is concerned. When Aquinas, however,
leaves the traditional model presented by Peter Lombard’s Sen-
tences and creates his own format for the Summa theologiae, a
dynamic series of processions and returns, one could argue that
grace is the vein of the entire structure; for both as the life of
the Trinity and as the life of the angels and human persons,
grace begun in justification is the rhythm of the entire system.

#U. Kuhn, Viag Caritatis. Theologie des Gesetzes bei Thomas von Aquin (Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1965), p. 13; Pesch, “ Existential . . .,” p. 62.
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Justification and grace remain important in Christian confes-
sion and life, for they concretize in a particularly sharp way the
mentalities of Lutherans and Catholics. The bilateral conversa-
tions between the two Christian families have resolved many
traditional differences. One could claim that only one theologi-
cal topic remains to separate Lutherans and Catholics, remains
because it expresses the thought-form of these ecclesial families
and their theological tradition: that topic would be grace.

Albert the Great was the teacher of Thomas of Aquino. No
one in the thirteenth century was more responsible for the theo-
logical revolution of that age and for the church’s eminently
successful dialogue with the new culture entering Europe at the
end of the twelfth century. Albert had taken as his professed
goal, on behalf of this new consciousness of the Gothic and
Christian West, to make “ Aristotle intelligible to the Latins.” *
Not only Aristotle, but Neoplatonist theology, not only patristic
texts but botanical and geological samples interested Albert;
even more than Aquinas, he met and directed the polychrome
dynamics of the thirteenth century. As scholars have learned
more about the currents of Neoplatonism in the universities of
Paris, Oxford and Bologna, they have come to see that Thomas
Aquinas represents the crystallization of one of the currents
which Albert influenced; but there were others such as the Neo-
platonism Albert found in Pseudo-Denys and passed on to his
student, Meister Eckhart.?

¢ In Physica, T, tr. 1, c. 1, Borgnet ed., vol. 3, p. 2.

®We are comparing Albert as a scholastic theologian, as an Aristotelian sys-
tematician, with Luther, the reforming theologian who wished to go back beyond
medieval systems to Augustine and Paul. There is, however, another theologian
who links Albert and Luther. Towards the end of his long life, Albert may have
taught a young Dominican from the Erfurt region, Eckhart of Hochheim. Although
this theologian of genius came to understand the new Aristotelianism of his times,
his sympathy lay with Neoplatonic streams. Like Aquinas, he was inspired by
Albert’s commenting on Pseudo-Denys. Eckhart eventually occupied Aquinas’s
chair in Paris shortly after 1300. His thought—a metaphysics of the spiritual
life—found its greatest expression not in the enmormous summa of scriptural com-
mentaries, scholastic questions and sermons which Eckhart planned, but in the brief
sermons preached in German. While Luther was against medieval scholastic
theology, he wrote enthusiastically about the books he knew which contained
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A study of Albert’s theology of justification vis-a-vis Luther’s
questioning of the medieval tradition will be of value not only
because it continues the comparison of Aquinas to Luther but
because it examines the theology of justification in another,
important, medieval thinker whose own synthesis of the cur-
rents of the thirteenth century was not quite the same as that
of Thomas Aquinas.

Luther’s Critique

By 1517, Martin Luther, from his intense spiritual experience
and his theological studies, had come to the conclusion that
scholasticism as he knew it, the dominant school theology and
philosophy of the authorities of his academic world, was in-
jurious. Not only was it an obstacle to understanding the Bible,
especially Paul, but it falsified Augustine. Luther composed
ninety-seven theses for the disputation of one of his students.
The disputation was a requirement for attaining a bachelor’s
degree in Scripture; on September 4, 1517, as dean of the faculty
of theology at Wittenberg, Luther presided over this disputa-
tion; the theses were printed in a collection of Luther’s writings
as early as 1520.°

This is, indeed, a series of “ theses against scholasticism,” for
at times the views of “ all scholastics ” are set aside. Particular
thinkers such as Scotus, Biel and Ockham are firmly rejected
while Augustine is liberated from their misinterpretations of
him. Moreover, a number of these theses are aimed at the very

Rhenish mystical writings whose pages, often anonymously, transmitted Eckhart.
“In Tauler, I have found more true theology than in all the university doctors
lumped together ” (W4 1, §57,29) . On Eckhart and Albert, cf. J. Xoch, “ Kritische
Studien zum Leben Meister Eckharts,” Archivum FFr. Praedicatorum 29 (1959),
1ff; on Eckhart and Luther, ¢f. H. Bornkamm, Eckhart und Luther (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1936).

SH. Grimm’s edition and translation of this Disputation in Luther's Works 81
(Philadelphia: Muhlenburg, 1957), pp. 6ff. The work will be referred to in the
text by the number of the thesis. Cf. C. Stange, “ Die iltesten ethischen Disputa-
tionen Luthers,” Quellenschriften sur Geschichte des Protestantismus 1 (1904),
35f1; On Luther’s opposition to scholasticism, cf. R. Schwarz, Fides, spes und
caritas beim jungen Luther . . . mittelalterlichen Tradition (Berlin: de Gruyter,
1962); P. Vignaux, Luther, Commeniateur des Sentences (Paris: Vrin, 1935).



544 THOMAS F. O’MEARA, O.P.

use of Aristotle; at the entire scholastic system founded upon his
logic, physics, ethics and metaphysics.

For our analysis of Albert we will keep in mind three aspects
of the theology of justification, markers on the battlefield where
previously Augustine and Pelagius had struggled. They are:
(1) the contribution of the fallen, human will to grace prior to
God’s justification in Christ; (2) the issue of a contribution to
individual justification as summed up in the theological axiom,
facienti quod in se est, Deus non denegat gratiam, “ to the one
who does what he can, God does not deny grace”; (8) the
nature and existence of an active, human relationship to God’s
justification and grace as expressed in the topic of merit. These
three areas are mentioned in the theses of Luther’s disputation
against scholasticism.

(1) Luther begins this group of theses with a strong affir-
mation of the bondage of the human will, of its sole and neces-
sary production of evil works. He does not distinguish between
the objective nature of this or that enterprise as neutral and
good, and the context and motivation of the fallen agent. Per-
haps it was precisely this kind of scholastic distinction which
annoyed Luther who was struggling to recapture the radical
purity of God’s justification. And so in the very first thesis he
denounces those who defend their theology by stating that
“ Augustine exaggerates.”

After a dozen theses, he moves to the dimension of religion
and salvation, and criticizes Scotus and Biel for saying that a
fallen person can love God “ above all things.” In good, Lu-
theran, existential manner, he asserts: “ Man is by nature un-
able to want God to be God. Indeed, he himself wants to be
God.” (#17) Whatever love of or friendship to God we have is
not by nature but according to “ prevenient grace.” (Biel, Lu-
ther adds, teaches the opposite.) “ We do not become righteous
by doing righteous deeds, but having been made righteous we
do righteous deeds. This is in opposition to the philosophers.”
(#40) Here Luther attacks directly the semi-pelagianism he
saw rampant in his time, a bargaining about grace and justifica-
tion, a refinement of human activity which might induce merit
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of grace. Luther’s religious experience was such that any middle
ground between God’s grace and glory, and fallen nature is
impossible and blasphemous. “ The grace of God is never pres-
ent in such a way that it is inactive, but it is a living, active and
operative spirit; nor can it happen through the absolute power
of God that an act of friendship may be present without the
presence of the grace of God.” (#55) We can see that Luther
is attacking a theological nominalism which allows words such
as “merit,” “ disposition,” * friendship ” to have a reality and
meaning apart from first grace. He concludes (#68): “ There-
fore it is impossible to fulfill the law in any way without the
grace of God.”

Our interest is not sanctification but justification, not the
entire life of Christians but their first contact with God’s order
in Christ, the mysterious plan of salvation-history. Therefore
we can pass over the new theology which Luther offers for the
subsequent relationship of law and grace in the human psyche.
There is no other place where the distinction between Luther’s
existential theology and the harmonious theology of the High
Middle Ages is more keenly obvious. That, however, is a ques-
tion of Christian life after justification.

(2) Luther alludes to the axiom, facienti quod in se est,’ in
thesis twenty-six and joins it to another theological phrase ““ act
of friendship ”’; both can stand for a semi-pelagian accomplish-
ment. Luther rejects both as positive actions, rejects them as
means for obtaining God’s grace, or for “ turning toward and
approaching God.” Turning to the idea of removing obstacles
to grace, Luther rejects the belief that “ doing all that one can
do is able to remove the obstacles to grace.” (#33) There is no
preparation in us for grace; the sole and best preparation is

7 Gabriel Biel had written, “ Haec facienti deus gratiam suam tribuit neces-
sario.” (McSorley, p. 227) . Luther complained that he did not want a * justification
which had been domesticated.” Luther did not hesitate to refer to his opponents
as “Pelagians.” “ Although there are now no Pelagians by profession and title,
yet there are many people who in truth and thinking, albeit ignorantly, are Pela-
gians,” Commentary on Romans (1516) Luther’s Works, 25 (St. Louis: Concordia,
1972), p. 496.
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“the predestination of God.” (#29); “On the part of man
nothing precedes grace except . . . rebellion against grace.”
(#30) Not only has Luther rejected an active, semi-pelagian
approach towards God’s justifying grace, he has replaced
that view, so congenial to every religious spirit, with his own
theology of conflict and paradox.

(8) In this collection of theses by the early Luther, the
Reformer does not discuss merit at length.®* He does, however,
deny that any human action could merit first grace, could pre-
cede justification. “For an act to be meritorious, either the
presence of grace is sufficient, or its presence means nothing.”
(#54) Luther is attacking the claim that justification or first
grace could be merited; if such were merited, grace shows itself
to be an empty word. Without grace, the will does not seek
grace but only self. (#78) So, in 1517 Luther’s psychological
theology of the moment when a person is radically accepted by
God challenges any middle, developmental, neutral view of re-
ligious law, of human effort. To do what the law commands,
regardless of what good thing it might command, is still to be
outside grace; one is blessed not because of a good work, but
because of God’s grace which may produce good works and
must confront the law. (#79, 80)

Our goal is not an exposition of Luther’s early theology of
law, sin, justification and grace. These three points, raised in
a disputation aimed at the theological world regnant since the
time of Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas, are mentioned
by every theology of justification. They are part of the contro-
versies over grace which have flared up from Augustine to
Bafiez and Jansen. They are the domain of the semi-pelagian-
ism which did flourish in university and shrine at the end of the
fifteenth century. Ultimately, this theology of Luther points to
the true (but not, humanly speaking, congenial) , Christian be-
lief that entrance into the grace of God, which is the horizon of
a history of salvation rooted in Christ, comes without any posi-
tive merit or action on our part. Grace is grace; justifying grace
is grace before which there has been no grace.

¢ In a subsequent disputation at Heidelberg, 1518, Luther rejects all merits.



ALBERT AND LUTHER ON JUSTIFICATION 547

Albertus Magnus’s Summa theologiae and Justification

We have chosen to look at the Summa theologiae to find
Albert’s thought on justification. To peruse the entire Opera
of Albert would be an enterprise too vast, and, because of the
lack of critical texts, premature. No commentary on Romans
(a work which would suggest itself in any comparison with
Luther) survives. The Commientary on the Sentences does not
offer a unified discussion of the topics which interest us, al-
though we will note that in general it agrees with the somewhat
surprising theology of the Summa. The Summa follows the or-
der of Peter Lombard’s Sentences.” Experts hold that this
summa was written after 1268 and they date the second part
after 1274. This means that the sections on justification which
interest us were written after Aquinas’s Summa theologiae; in-
deed, perhaps after the younger Dominican’s death. We are
aware of the recent questioning of this work.* If this system
is not by Albert, we have, nonetheless, a further comparison of
thirteenth-century scholasticism from Cologne and Paris with
Luther’s theology.

H. Doms, in a rare monograph on this topic, concluded that
Albert’s teaching on grace is essentially an interpretation of
Aristotelian philosophy in a Neoplatonic framework. A nature
seeks a finality and perfection for itself. Grace is the motive
principle within human nature which allows the movement of
the human person to a supernatural destiny. Grace is an effi-
cient causality in the will as well as a formal causality and an
“ultima completio”** of nature. For Albert, justification is
a movement away from the rigid state of sin (whether original

»

? “ Prolegomena,” Alberti Magni, Summa theologiae . . . Pars I (Miinster:
(Aschendorf, 1978), p. xvii; cf. O. Lottin, “ Commentaire des sentences et somme
théologique d’Albert le Grand,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 8
(1936), 140f.

*® Defending the authenticity is the introduction to the first volume of the eritical
text; Ibid., pp. vif.

*H. Doms, Die Gnadenlehre des s. Albertus Magnus (Breslan: Miiller, 1929);
cf. F. Pangerl, “ Die Reuelehre Alberts des Grossen ” Zeitschrift fiir katholische
Theologie 46 (1922), 881t
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sin or habitual mortal sin) to the state of friendship, adoption
by God, a glorious and saving future destiny. If the poles of
this process are sin and God’s active person, the dialectic also
takes place between created grace and limited free will. Conse-
quently, in the moments of this movement of the personality
through rejection of sin to salvation by faith and infusion of
grace, we have the framework for investigating what comes
from God, and what is more uncertain, what comes from the
human personality.

Question 104 of the Summa theologiae treats * justitia” in a
discursive description which moves from the etymology of a
civil virtue to that “ general justice ” which can only come from
God and which touches the entire personality in its being and
its actions (265).* Here and in the following question on
Pelagianism the author treats the theological issues surrounding
justification. Following the questions suggested by Luther, we
will look at three issues: the most basic one is the activity of
the human personality amid the presence and dynamic of what
faith and theology call justification; the second is the possibility
of human, preparatory action to grace—facienti quod in se est;
the third is the question of merit, not of some grace but of the
first graced contact in justification.

(1) Albert states unequivocally that justification comes not
from us, “ nor from any movement which is ours, but from God
alone who is the cause of virtue and grace in us” (269A). In
the world of grace there is nothing in us that is not from God
(266A). The work of justification is compared to creation:
both can have only God as a cause, for they need a power in-
finite and divine (266B). Not only is the activity of justifica-
tion above us, but the being of pleasing God at all is above us.
Both realities, both esse, are from God (272B). Our free will
is not a cause of justification, not a formal or an efficient one;
but, ““ the motion of our free will unto God and in abhorrence
of sin is not demanded except as not placing an obstacle to the
Holy Spirit ” (269B).

2 Summa theologiae, 1T Pars, tract 16, pp. 104, 105, vol. 30 (Paris: Vivés, 1895),
References will remain in the text, noting column as well as page.
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What is the justification of which Albert is speaking? Who
is the subject of God’s justification? Albert lived in a society
which was not only completely Christian but where almost
everyone was baptized in infancy. Albert is describing a process
effected by baptism in an infant. Because the child lacks the
psychological maturity to respond fully to the sacrament, the
medieval process of justification is a theological and ontological
process which in dawning consciousness becomes a psychological
emergence of the life given by baptismal justification. Albert’s
examples, however, show that often he is not thinking of the
grace given in baptism, but of the escape of an adult from the
bondage of mortal sin where the grace of justification and bap-
tism has been freely rejected by serious, habitual evil actions.
There the drama of justification gains color and movement, and
the discussion of merit, disposition, passivity and God’s action
becomes alive. Of course, this theology of justification is re-
lated to Albert’s understanding of the action of sacraments, not
only baptism but penance.

(2) A mention of our will not placing an obstacle leads us
into more delicate areas. Albert, commenting on the issue of
the ordinary person avoiding sin, says: For a person can avoid
sin once he has accepted grace, which a person is always able
to have, if he does what is in him. It is not clear that Albert
is speaking of a disposition of facienti quod in se est, a formal,
naturally good, action, prior to justification. For the issue is
ordinary freedom from sin, and Albert has just said that this
comes from ““accepta gratia.” So, the theological issue in the
text may well be that God will grant further grace to the faith-
ful Christian who needs it—a Pauline doctrine.

While touching on human activity prior to justification, we
should observe that Albert says that God has prepared “ this
grace” for all and he cites James 1: 5. He goes on to use our
key phrase. “ For he who does what is in him, by showing him-
self to God, immediately receives grace from God.” (272A) But
again, the issue here is keeping commandments to merit eternal
life, not first grace. Shortly before, Albert had argued that a
person by his own powers cannot live virtuously without op-






























































































































































































































































































































