YVES CONGAR: A LIFE FOR THE TRUTH *

(o -

ee LIFE FOR THE TRUTH “—this is the subtitle of

A, book by Jean Puyo (Jean Puyo interroge le Pére

Congar, Paris, 1975) in which he publishes a series

of conversations, in the course of which Father Congar speaks

of himself, explains the choices that he has made and provides
a context for his work.

“A life . . .”—an existence unified by an interior drive that
is ceaselessly reactualized, without breaks or turning back,
without discontinuity; despite the variety of activities and
publications, a single furrow that has always been patiently
plowed. To speak of a life is above all to speak of a heart in
the biblical sense of the term. As unassuming as he may be,
Father Congar has nonetheless disclosed here and there a few
aspects of his spirituality by evoking the thanksgiving of the
Per ipsum, which dominates his prayer, as well as his familiar-
ity with the psalms and his love of the liturgy.

A life, if it is profound, is never without trials. There is no
easy life except one that is removed from reality. As far as
Father Congar is concerned, at least a few of his trials are quite
well known—his imprisonment during World War II, the sus-
picion that he came under from his brothers in the faith, his
exile, and his inexorable illness. These things he speaks of
without making much of them, and he does not like attention
to be drawn to them.

A life is also a question of activity. What more fruitful ac-
tivity than his! Intimately linked to a regular teaching assign-
ment (at the Saulchoir, both at Kain and at Etiolles, from
1931 to 1939 and from 1945 to 1954), to speaking engage-
ments, to participation in conciliar commissions, his consider-

¥ Editor’s note: This sketch of Father Congar is a slightly revised version
of an article which appeared in Choisir (1980). The translation is by Boni-
face Ramsey, O.P.
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able written output (his bibliography, from 1924 to 1984, lists
about 1500 titles) is the result of a labor ceaselessly pursued
with a perseverance that has triumphed over sickness rather
than letting itself be determined by it. If theology is a profes-
sion, the vast number of his publications proceeds to a great
degree from a rigorous professional awareness, which demands
that what has been begun must be seen through to the end,
that a file that has been newly opened must be permitted to
yield some conclusions. Not to lose a minute of the time that
God has given, to work as hard as one’s strength allows—all
of this gives this religious the right to speak realistically of
the vow of poverty.

“A life for . . . the truth.” What verb is missing here? A
life for the sake of defending the truth? For the sake of re-
searching it? For the sake of receiving it?

Defending it? The critical manner in which Father Congar
taught apologetics at the beginning of his professional career
could not but immunize him further against a form of comba-
tive intellectuality that was not to his taste in the first place.
In such a large corpus are there not at least a few lines of
polemic? And what has he not done, on the contrary, for the
sake of opening up Catholic theology to ecumenical dialogue?

Nor is he one of those who make of research as such an end
in itself, preferable to contemplative possession. Father Congar
is a man who was born with certitudes and who lives with
certitudes. In his case the critical function of the theologian
has always been exercised within a receiving of, an assimilation
of, an intimate harmony with the datum of the faith. For him
the truth is received from the hand of God and from the hands
of his fellow human beings, in a fraternal communion with
all believers, those of yesterday and those from before then,
going back to the Apostles and as far as Abraham, and with
those of today as well—in that receptive and critical attention
to the research and the thought of others, borne witness to by
hundreds and hundreds of book reviews.

Receiving the truth? Yes, but also being at its service by ex-
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ploring its demands, by making it develop its fruits, by pre-
paring a way for it.

“ A life for the truth.” Isn’t the word “ truth ” too abstract,
too atemporal? To say that for Father Congar the truth wears
concretely the face of Jesus Christ is not false, to be sure, but
it is not typical of him. For him the truth is rather like a place,
a homeland, or perhaps a patrimony—the patrimony of a peo-
ple, the people of God.

If he likes to use the words of Madame Swetchine—“ I have
loved the truth as one loves a person “—it is because for him
the truth is the Church of God.

To quote him: “ As for me, I live in the Church.” “I am
the Church, I love the Church. ... I am a man rooted in it.”
“This Church that I love.” “ The Church of God, my mother.”

Let us say then: “A life for the truth of the Church of
God "—for the sake of receiving, deepening, casting light upon
the truth that the Church transmits (“If the Church had not
existed for twenty centuries, would we have the Gospel to-
day? "), for the sake of the truth of the life of the people of
God and of the Church’s institutions. Here one touches the
point of convergence of the works of the theologian and the
apostolic intensity of the Friar Preacher.

Father Congar likes to repeat the saying: “Everything be-
gins with the seed.” Two reminiscences from his youth tell us
what he means when he says: ““ As for me, I live in the
Church.” At Sedan, under the moral oppression of the Ger-
man occupation of Alsace-Lorraine during World War I, the
parish church seemed to him to be “ the only free place.” In
his mother’s library he discovered and read Clérissac’s Mystére
de 'Eglise. Two seeds had already been sown; their fruitful-
ness did not cease developing for more than a half-century, It
was in the heart of the local Christian community that the
young Congar experienced the feeling of finding himself in his
human dignity; he had already seen the Church as a place
where people were brought together, as a sign of the freedom
that all are called to rediscover in the friendship of God. From
the time of his adolescence on, Clérissac also revealed to him
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the Church as mystery, as a reality whose most important
aspect is invisible, and he saw the Church as a gift of God, as
the active presence of Jesus Christ, whose body it is. Clérissac
may have been unfamiliar reading to most boys of Congar’s
age, but he familiarized Congar with the ideas that he would
find later again as part of the Dominican theological tradition.
The Esquisses du mystére de U'Eglise of 1941, along with Pius
XII’s encyclical Mystici Corporis of 1943, were a remote prep-
aration for Lumen Gentium of Vatican II.

A few titles indicate the progress of his development. In
1935, as a young professor at the Saulchoir, Father Congar
edited the theological conclusion of an investigation conducted
by Vie intellectuelle on the reasons for contemporary unbelief.
A bad image of the Church, too often considered exclusively as
a juridical authoritarian institution, was not the least signifi-
cant issue that this analysis illuminated. This perception
brought about a resolution of great importance, namely the
decision to start a scientific collection in which historical re-
search and reflection on the faith would contribute to the re-
newal of ecclesiology. Inaugurated in 1937, Unam sanctam,
which almost at once published Father de Lubac’s Catholicisme
and a little later Father de Montcheuil’s 4spects de UEglise,
can today count about eighty volumes; more than twenty com-
mentaries on the documents of Vatican II can be found among
them.

Chrétiens désunis, the first title in the collection, was at one
and the same time the attainment of a goal and a point of de-
parture. It marked Father Congar’s penetration into an area
where, up until then, few Catholic theologians had dared to
venture. How did he get there? He himself has recounted the
beginning and the difficult progress of his ecumenical vocation
from the time of his “ call,” which he became aware of during
his preparation for ordination to the priesthood in February
1929. He has spoken of his careful attention to persons and to
movements, his personal relationships in the different
Churches, the fruitfulness of his discovery of the great theo-
logians of the nineteenth century, like Moehler, and of the
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twentieth, like Karl Barth. Some conferences at the Basilica
of Sacré Coeur on Montmartre for the Unity Octave in Janu-
ary 1936 were the occasion for him to assemble his research
and to define the “ principles of a Catholic ecumenism.”
Chrétiens désunis is the outcome of that reflection. Father
Congar is one of those whom we have to thank for the fact
that ecumenism has become less and less the somewhat dan-
gerous specialty of only a few and that it has become, rather,
a dimension of theology and a permanent pastoral concern.
Tracing out one of the paths that would lead to the founding
of the Secretariat for Christian Unity in 1960, Chrétiens
désunis was in that sense a point of departure. But it was such
in another sense as well, inasmuch as for the author it in-
augurated a period of suspicion that would endure up until the
eve of Vatican II. .

In glancing over Father Congar’s bibliography for the years
that immediately follow his imprisonment in Germany (1940-
1944) , one is struck by the amount of notes published in the
weekly Témoignage chrétien; there were twenty-five in 1946,
thirteen in 1947, and so on. In this exceptional, to quote him,
“ecclesial climate of freedom rediscovered, . . . of a marvelous
creation on the pastoral level,” Father Congar made an effort
to stay in contact with the Christian people whose life is the
proper object of the historical investigations and of the theo-
logical enterprise which resulted in two great works—Vraie et
fausse réforme dans UEglise (1950) and Jalons pour une
théologie du laicat (1953). Numerous themes and orientations
from here would reappear in the documents of Vatican II.

But the Council had not yet occurred, despite the need for
it! In addition to the annoyances and vexations to which the
Dominican theologian was subject for a number of years from
the Roman authorities, in February 1954, in the midst of
the worker-priest affair, still more spectacular measures were
taken against him. He was forbidden to teach and underwent
an exile for several months in Jerusalem, Rome and Cam-
bridge, before being given a fixed assignment at Strasbourg
from 1956 to 1968. These “dark years” were a time of pa-
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tience—of that “ active patience ” about which Father Congar
has written so beautifully in Chrétiens en dialogue (Paris,
1964, pp. lvi-lvii). Some valuable writings came from this—
Le Mystére du Temple (1958), in which ecclesiology explores
its biblical roots, and La Tradition et les traditions (1960,
1968) , which represented research done before the Council was
announced in January 1959 but which found stimulation and
additional topical value in the Council’s having been called.

The Council? For Father Congar it was a time of spiritual
and intellectual mobilization. He believed too much in the
Holy Spirit to dismiss the possibilities of participation that
were offered to him, as limited as they may have seemed at the
beginning. Was it not, as he asked, “ more true to be within
and to work there than to criticize from without? ” Little by
little he came to be deeply engaged in the preparation of some
of the most important texts—Lumen Gentium, especially the
second chapter on the people of God, and the documents on
revelation, on the Church in the modern world, on ecumenism,
on religious liberty, on the missions and on the priestly
ministry.

The bibliography of the sixties bears witness throughout to
the same intense labor. On the scientific level it was a ques-
tion of setting up files to justify the directions proposed in the
conciliar commissions. On another level it was a question of
associating the Christian people with the event that was tak-
ing place, of making them grasp what was happening, of ex-
plaining the decisions and of preparing to carry them out. Is
not the “reception” of a council as important as its having
been convoked?

The sunny days following Vatican II passed quickly by,
and now we are more than ever in the midst of the storm. Al-
though limited in his ability to move about and to make con-
tacts by reason of an illness that he had previously suffered
from but that was aggravated since 1967, Father Congar con-
tinues to take part actively in the work of the International
Theological Commission, of which he has been a member since
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its founding in 1969, to participate in colloquiums, to give con-
ferences. In so doing, his intention has not been to portray
himself as an outside witness in the face of the conditions in
which the Church must today confront its future, even if he
speaks as one who is able to claim a special position on account
of his long experience. His place on the editorial board of
Concilium 1s a sign of his willingness to associate himself with
the most recent theological research.

Real understanding of what one lives through is only pos-
sible to a person who is capable of locating the present in the
flow of what has come before. “ Everything is historical,” says
Father Congar. It is this perception which underlies the works
of the history of ecclesiology to which he has devoted the past
few years. It was following the historical method, applied to
the development of an article of faith, that he pursued the last
great task to which he gave himself, and which is now
finished—Je crois aw Saint Esprit (Eng. trans.: I Believe in
the Holy Spirit, 3 vols., 1983). To believe in the Holy Spirit,
to believe in the Church of God: it is all one. The mystery is
scrutinized here at its roots, in response to a long-term personal
desire, namely the profound search for an encounter with the
living God. But once again it is the case that this “ atemporal ”
project meets up with actual life, confronting different move-
ments of renewal, with respect to which Father Congar is
not uncritical but which he nonetheless regards with real
sympathy. ‘

Father Congar continues to work for twelve or thirteen hours
a day, according to his gifts, his means, his vocation, which are,
as he says, those “ of a Christian who prays and of a theologian
who reads a lot and who takes many notes.”

Everything that Father Congar and his work stand for may
be summed up in these few words that he has spoken of him-
self: ““ For my part, I keep going so that the Church may ad-
vance.”

AnprE Duvar, O.P,

Couvent Saint-Jacques
Paris



IMAGES OF LIBERATION:
JUSTIN, JESUS, AND THE JEWS

(2]

OW DO THE various things a theologian says hang
H together? What sort of coherence is to be sought in
the writings of a theologian? If these questions are
asked descriptively, then the answer must be that different
theologians in different periods have achieved coherence and
unity in quite different ways. The writings of Karl Rahner and
those of Martin Luther each come together to form compre-
hensive visions of the Christian life and message; yet the two
differ not just in the content of their vision, but also in the
ways the varying things each says interrelate to form coherent
unities. When we approach the writings of a theologian and
ask what sort of coherence and unity holds together the vari-
ous things said, we must be open to the many forms coherence
and unity can take. :

The search for coherence and unity can be specially difficult
with some of the early Fathers. If one’s paradigm of theologi-
cal coherence and unity is Aquinas or Schleiermacher, the writ-
ings of Justin Martyr or Ignatius of Antioch may seem to be
a welter of implausible connections and hidden contradictions.
The problem, however, might be more in the choice of para-
digm than in the writings themselves. One might conclude
that Justin or Ignatius is playing Aquinas’ game poorly, when
in fact they are playing a subtly different game. A mistake in
soccer is not necessarily a mistake in rugby. We may decide
that soccer is a better game than rugby, but that decision can
only be made when we see that rugby is not simply soccer
poorly played.

In this essay I will ask what unity and coherence can be
found in the statements of one patristic theologian, Justin
Martyr, on one particular topic, the redemptive significance of
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Jesus. My argument is that at the center of Justin’s under-
standing of Jesus as savior is neither a theory nor a single con-
trolling motif, but a set of images which interpret the central
Christian narratives. These images are not deployed at ran-
dom, but fall into patterns of mutual interpretation. As these
patterns are laid bare, the peculiar unity and coherence of what
Justin has to say on this subject will become clear.

This analysis is not disinterested. ‘ System’, ¢ theory’, and
‘ concept ’ have not been universally popular terms in modern
theology. A return to a greater concentration on image and,
more recently, on narrative has been called for. Can contem-
porary theologians learn something from Justin about the pos-
sibilities and dangers of a greater focus on image and narra-
tive, especially in Christology? This essay will show that they
can, especially in connection with certain images prominent in
Justin and the New Testament and prominent again today.

The essay has three parts. In the first part, I will develop
some very formal interpretive tools with which to approach
Justin. In the second part, Justin’s discussion of Jesus’s re-
demptive significance will be examined. Finally, some inherent
dangers in Justin’s soteriology (and any structurally similar
one) will be examined. These dangers come to light in Justin’s
harsh statements about Jews.

I

As T have already intimated, Justin does not have a “theory
of atonement” of an Anselmic sort. Rather, as with many
early Fathers, we meet in Justin’s writings an initially bewild-
ering variety of images and metaphors that embody his inter-
pretation of Jesus. First or even second glance does not un-
cover any comprehensive structure organizing these images.
What is the interpreter to do in the face of this variety? Sim-
ply repeating that the early Fathers were not systematic
theologians is not enough. We must ask whether apparently
divergent and merely juxtaposed statements are structured in
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ways not the less subtle for being different from those of Barth
or Calvin. But how do we dig out whatever structures of co-
herence might lie within Justin’s discussion? We will need in-
terpretive tools that are sufficiently formal so that they will be
open to the unexpected and yet sufficiently concrete to pro-
vide guidance.

A first step in the development of such tools is the recogni-
tion that the touchstone to which all Christian soteriologies re-
late is a narrative, the story of Jesus. If a soteriology does not
in some way identify that narrative or the events within it as
redemptive, the question can reasonably be raised why that
soteriology is called Christian. The next step is to ask, how
does one go about interpreting a narrative or events within it
as redemptive? One approach is to explain certain general
principles that will account for the redemptive connection be-
tween the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus and the fate of
the Christian. Or one might seek to expand the story, to fill in
the background events, consequences, and inner details of the
story so that the believers can see how the story is a story of
their redemption. I would argue that most “ theories of atone-
ment ” are combinations of these two approaches. One can,
however, take a quite different approach, neither expanding nor
explaining, but focussing or concentrating. For this approach,
images capable of focussing a particular understanding of the
story can be important. David Bailey Harned has argued:
“Images and stories are correlative: the latter interpret im-
ages in ways that relieve them of their ambiguities, while the
former crystalize the significance of narratives for the exercise
of the self’s choice and agency.”? A particular image, e.g.,
lamb of God, is given specificity by the full story of Jesus.
What it concretely means to be the lamb of God is spelled out
by the narrative of Jesus’ passion. Conversely, the redemptive

1 Creed and Personal Identity: The Meaning of the Apostles’ Oreed (Phil-
adelphia: Fortress Press, 1981), p. 9. A fuller discussion of image and nar-
rative is in his I'mages for Self-Recognition: The Christian as Player, Sufferer,
and Vendal (New York: Seabury Press, 1977), pp. 129-163,
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significance of crucial events in the story is focussed by the
image. The image points to particular contexts of interpreta-
tion (e.g., the sacrificial cult) within which the salvific mean-
ing of the story becomes evident. If pursued consistently, an
image or group of images may lead to the sort of expansions
or explanations of the story I described above. In many situa-
tions, however, an author may feel no need to pursue such an
expansion. The author may simply utilize the image without
explication in the confidence that the reader will grasp the in-
terpretation crystallized in the image.

While this discussion of narrative and image is sketchy and
requires further elaboration and defense, it will suffice for our
needs. When we now approach Justin we find that his dis-
cussions of Jesus and salvation operate with images that focus
the story rather than with larger narratives that expand it or
with principles that explain it. Many early Fathers operate in
the same way.? So if we are to uncover the structure of Justin’s
soteriology, we must uncover the structure within or among
these images. To do this, we need an additional interpretive -
category, that of a metaphor system.

G. B. Caird has contended that metaphors often fall into
systems. A metaphor system is “a group of metaphors linked
together by their common origin in a single area of human ob-
servation, experience or activity, which has generated its own
peculiar sub-language or jargon.”® An example would be use
of the jargon of sports to discuss politics. When the metaphor
systems at work in a particular text are brought to light, we
can better grasp the interplay among images within a system
and the possible interplay among systems.

Although Justin’s images are not metaphors in the strict

2See H. E. W. Turner, The Patristic Doctrine of Redemption: A Study of
the Development of Doctrine During the First Five Centuries (London: A, R.
Mowbray, 1952), p. 26, and Hastings Rashdall, The Idea of Atonement in
Ohristian Theology (London: Macmillan, 1919), p. 173.

8 The Language and Imagery of the Bible (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1980), p. 155.
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sense,* they are like metaphors in implying an interpretation
by linking the story of Jesus with a particular interpretive
context. We can thus ask, do Justin’s images fall into systems
of the sort Caird describes? That question can only be an-
swered, of course, by looking at Justin’s writings.

1I

When we look at the images Justin uses to express the sig-
nificance of Jesus we find that they fall into three large groups
or systems. First, Jesus is pictured as a teacher, the one who
brings “ an eternal and final law ” (Dial 11,2) > Second, Jesus
is pictured by images drawn from armed struggle and con-
quest. He is the one who has liberated humanity by defeating
the demons that hold us captive. The third group is not quite
a metaphor system in Caird’s sense. The images do not come
from “a single area of human observation, experience, or ac-
tivity,” nor do they so clearly indicate a particular context of
interpretation. Rather, this group is made up of a significant
number of remarks about the saving power of Jesus’ death and
of the blood shed on the cross. As will be seen, this third group
is the hardest one to fit within the structure of Justin’s thought.

While these three groups can be distinguished in Justin’s
writings, they are not merely juxtaposed there. The groups
interrelate in complex ways. The most obvious connection is
the way Justin uses images of Jesus as teacher to interpret im-
ages of Jesus as conqueror of the demons. Central to the
human predicament for Justin is the power over humanity held

4 Justin’s images are not metaphors since they are to be taken literally.
{See Caird, pp. 66ff.) Jesus is not like a conqueror; he is a conqueror.

5 References are only to the commonly accepted extant works, the First and
Second Apologies (I Ap and II Ap) and the Dialogue with Trypho. The text
used is that of J. C. T. Otto, 8. Justini Philosophi et Marturis Opera (Jena:
F. Mauke, 1847), with paragraph divisions taken from Die dltesten Apolo-
geten, ed. Edgar J. Goodspeed (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1914),
The English translation cited is by Marcus Dodds, George Rieth, and B. P.
Pratten in The Ante-Nicene Christian Library, Vol. 2 (Edinburgh: T. and
T. Clark, 1867).
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by the fallen angels and demons, descendants of the illicit
unions described in Genesis 6 between angels and human
women.® But how do the demons hold this power over human-
ity? Justin states that following the fall of the angels and the
birth of the demons

. . . they afterwards subdued the human race to themselves, partly
by magical writings, and partly by fears and punishments they oc-
casioned, and partly by teaching them to offer sacrifices, and in-
cense, and libations, of which things they [i.e., the fallen angels]
stood in need after they were enslaved by lustful passions . . .
(IT Ap 5,4).

Note that the hold demons have on humanity is a mental
hold.” Not only does it originate in deception, but also its con-
tinuing existence is dependent on the preservation of decep-
tion, as can be seen in the way the demons respond to the
prophecies of Christ. They invent new deceptions to confuse
humanity about the identity and uniqueness of Jesus (I Ap
54) . For Justin, the crucial human problem is that humans
are dupes. They are held captive by lies, not force.

Yet if dupes, then are they morally accountable for their
bondage? Justin’s answer is ambiguous. On the one hand, he
clearly asserts that in principle humans, as free rather than
fated beings, are morally responsible. He is adamant in his sup-
port of free will and his opposition to notions of fate (II Ap
7,3) . He explicitly draws the conclusion that only because

6 The role of the demons in Justin’s understanding of the human problem
is well described in Henry Chadwick, “ Justin Martyr’s Defense of Chris-
tianity,” Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, 47 (1965), 288. See also
L. W. Barnard, Justin Martyr: His Life and Thought (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1967), p. 107 and Erwin R. Goodenough, The
Theology of Justin Martyr: An Investigation in the Conceptions of Harly
Christian Literature and its Hellenistic and Judaistic Influences (Jena,
1923; rpt. Amsterdam: Philo Press, 1968), p. 231. I agree with Eric Osborn,
Justin Martyr, Beitrdge, zur historischen Theologie, 47 (Tiibingen: J. C. B.
Mohr, Paul Siebeck, 1973), p. 57, that there is no significant difference in the
demonology of Justin’s various writings. What minor differences there may
be do not affect the analysis of this essay.

70n the role of false teaching in the demons’ hold over humanity, see
Asborn, pp. 58f., and Goodenough, p. 202.
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our acts are free can they be either praiseworthy or blame-
worthy (I Ap 48). Thus, those who will suffer for their sins
will suffer justly (II Ap 7, 5-6) . Nor does Justin seem to hold
that this freedom was lost in a primeval fall. Although he
speaks of “. . . the human race, which from Adam had fallen
under the power of death and the guile of the serpent,” he im-
mediately adds, “. . . and each one of which had committed per-
sonal transgression (wapd ™y ididv ékdorov adrdy wovnpevoa
pévov, Dial 88,4) .8

On the other hand, however, it is not clear that Justin holds
the mass of humanity, at least prior to the incarnation, ac-
countable in practice for its state. Though he rejects fate,
Justin does contend that in a post-fall world the sinner’s cap-
tivity to demons is well nigh inevitable. In discussing why
Christians baptize, he states:

. we have learned from the apostles this reason. Since at our
birth we were born without our knowledge or choice, by our parents
coming together, and were brought up in bad habits and wicked
training (& &eor datrois kal wovqpais avacrpogais]; [we baptize] in
order that we may not remain the children of necessity and of
ignorance (puy dvdyxns éxva pndé &yvolas pévoper), but may become
the children of choice and knowledge (wpoarpecéos kai émoripys) . . .
(I Ap 61, 10).

The demons’ hold over the human mind is realized in a condi-
tioning from childhood that the sinner cannot break. Now
vice “leads captive earthly-minded men (3ovhaywyer Tovs
xopareréls Tév dvfpdmov)” (II Ap 11,7). Those held in this
way are less condemned by Justin than pitied. He concludes a
comparison of Jesus’ life with the immoral escapades of the
Greek gods with the comment: “ Those who believe these
things we pity (eecvuer), and those who invented them we
know to be devils” (I Ap 25,3). This passage is typical of

8 On the continuing freedom of mankind, even under the demons, see Goode-
nough, p. 231, and Adolf Harnack, History of Dogma, Vol. 2, trans, Neil
Buchanan, Theological Translation Library, 7 (London: Williams and Nor-
gate, 1896), p. 216, n, 2. )
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Justin’s attitude to pre-incarnation paganism. Goodenough
goes so far as to conclude:

Here [in the demons] is the cause of all sin. God made man of
such a nature that he would normally have chosen the right, and
lived by the guidance of the Logos fragment within him. But even
if one does choose so to live, he cannot long unassisted continue to
act in a way pleasing to God. The demons are so powerful in their
seductiveness that they must be destroyed, or man must be
equipped with power greater than he normally has, if he is not
sooner or later to become their victim.?

At least prior to Christ, bondage to demons is more an evil
humanity undergoes than an evil it performs.*

If the human predicament is a function of being duped by
the false teaching of the demons, Jesus liberates from the
demons precisely through his true teaching. In Dialogue 83,4,
Justin interprets the scepter in Psalm 110:2 with which the
Lord will rule over his foes as “. . . the word of calling and
vepentance for all nations over which demons held sway.”
This scepter of his teaching leads people away from the false-
hoods with which the demons bound them. “ And His strong
word has prevailed on many to forsake the demons whom they
used to serve, and by means of it to believe in the Almighty
God.” Another Old Testament passage, Psalm 68:18, is treated
similarly: “. . . it was prophesied that, after the ascent of
Christ to heaven, He would deliver (aixpalorebear) us from
error and give us gifts. The words are these: ‘ He ascended up
on high; He led captivity captive; He gave gifts to men.””
(Dial 39,4). The verb ailyualoreio, with its strong connota-
tions of battle and wartime captivity, is applied to deliver-
ance by Jesus from error. What we have here is one image

9 Goodenough, p. 252. See also Harnack, pp. 226f.

10 This distinction is developed by David Kelsey, “Struggling Collegially to
Think about Evil: An Interpretive Essay,” Occasional Papers, Institute for
Ecumenical and Cultural Research (Collegeville, Minnesota), 16 (Sept.,
1981). The lack of emphasis in Justin’s writings on responsibility for follow-
ing the demons prior to Jesus is reinforeed by his use of Genesis 6 as a story
of the entrance of evil into the world. See I Ap 5.
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system, Jesus as teacher, interpreting another, Jesus as con-
queror of the demons. Jesus frees from the demons by bring-
ing the true teaching that liberates us from their falsehoods.
That for Justin Jesus liberates by teaching is not a new in-
sight. Harnack made a similar observation in the nineteenth
century.” A further nuance in Justin’s position is missed, how-
ever, if one thinks he is playing Anselm’s game. If one thinks
Justin is spelling out in a halting, haphazard way a theory of
atonement, one will conclude from the preceding discussion that
Justin is constructing an early example of a moral influence
theory.”* But Justin is not involved in theory construction.
He is engaged in a different sort of interpretive procedure,
whereby theological assertions are made and arguments won
through the idterplay of images that color each other and col-
lectively interpret the story of Jesus. If we do not look for
comprehensive theories but for the patterns by which images
and the systems they form interact, we will see that not only
does the teacher system interpret the conquest system, but also
connotations from the latter color the former. This reverse in-
terpretation can become visible when we ask why is Jesus’
teaching able to liberate from the duplicity of the demons?
Certainly part of the reason Justin gives has to do with the
presence in Jesus of the fullness of the Logos, lacked by earlier
teachers, and with the prophecies Jesus fulfills that indicate to
all humanity his special status.*® Yet there are also other rea-
sons, reasons that have to do with power. Jesus confuted the
Pharisees by “the power of his strong word ” (Dial 102,5).
This is not merely an odd turn of phrase. At the end of the
story of his conversion in the early chapters of the Dialogue,
Justin commends “. . . the words of the Savior. For they
possess a terrible power in themselves (8éos yap ¢ &xovow év
éavrois) and are sufficient to inspire those who turn aside from
the path of rectitude with awe” (Dial 8,2). In the next

11 Harnack, p. 185. .
. 12 Rashdall, p. 260, comes close to interpreting Justin in this way.
13 These two aspects are discussed in Harnack, pp. 184, 2191,
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chapter he refers to these words as “. . . filled with the spirit
of God and big with power (uesrols mvedparos fetov kai Svvdpues
Bpova) ” (Dial 9,1). One of the reasons the words of Jesus
can break through the deception of the demons is the power
they contain.

The connections in Justin’s thought among truth, power,
and Jesus are complex. Jesus as the incarnate power of God is
an important theme in Justin’s Christology.** In Justin’s
epistemology ultimate truth is beyond proof. The prophets
witness to “the truth above all demonstration (dverépw mdans
amodeifews)” (Dial 7,2) . For such a scheme, the power to con-
vince is finally not located in arguments, but in the truth,
which precisely as truth contains power.*

The goals of this essay do not require a full mapping out of
these connections. What is important is the shift in meaning
such terms go through when they are used in the context of
the liberation of humanity from the demons. The power of
Jesus’s words provides a point of contact between Jesus as
teacher and Jesus as conqueror. This contact is made when
Justin speaks of the power of Jesus’s words being directed not
just toward humanity, sweeping clean their hearts and minds
of lies, but also toward the demons themselves. In this con-
text the idea of power is not explicated in terms of illumination
but in straight-forward terms of struggle and defeat, especially
in the context of exorcism in the name of Jesus. The name
Jesus is “ the name of power.” This name is so captivating
that in T Samuel 6, when the Philistines sent back the ark of
the covenant on a cart, the cows pulling it go to the fields of
a man named Joshua (ie., Jesus). The power of the name
draws them (Dial 182,3). The power of this name is what
conquers the demons. “For we call him [i.e., Jesus] helper

14'See, e.g., the role of the power of God in the virgin birth, I Ap 334.
Power as a christological theme for Justin is explored in Jean Daniélou,
Gospel Message and Hellenistic Culture, A History of Early Christian Doec-
trine before the Council of Nicaea, Vol, 2, trans. John Austin Baker (Phil-
adelphia: Westminster, 1973), pp. 164£., 350.

15 See Osborn, pp. 71f and Chadwick, p. 295.



522 MICHAEL ROOT

and redeemer, the power of his name even the demons do fear;
and at this day, when they are exorcised in the name of Jesus
Christ, crucified under Pontius Pilate, governor of Judea, they
are overcome ” (Dial 30,3) ** Exorcism by the name of Jesus
is a foretaste of the eschatological victory, when the demons
will finally be destroyed. “[This] name every power dreads,
being very much tormented, because they shall be destroyed by’
him” (Dial 111,2) »*

This power of Jesus over the demons evidenced in exorcism
through his name enters into his activity as teacher. Not only
does the power of Jesus illumine our minds and hearts, but it
also drives away the demons who continually try to block
such illumination with new deceptions and seductions. “And
though: the devil is ever at hand to resist us, and anxious to
seduce all to himself, yet the Angel of God, ie., the Power of
God sent to us through Jesus Christ, rebukes him, and he de-
parts from us” (Dial 116,1). Thus, Jesus is not just liberator
as teacher; he is also effective teacher as liberator. He can
teach because he destroys the demons who spread falsehood.
The power to illumine is conjoined with power to destroy the
spreaders of darkness.

We do not have here a “theory of redemption” nor even
perhaps a motif in Aulén’s sense. What we do have are two
image systems used in mutually interpreting ways. Jesus frees
us from demons by teaching the truth, but the power of his
teaching is bound up with his conquest of the demons who
deceive.”® In this mutual interpretation, connotations mix and
blur. The odd reference in Dialogue 8, to the “ terrible power ”
of Jesus’ words can be seen as just such a mixing of the con-
notations of teacher and liberator. Justin is not constructing a
theory of the sort one finds in Cur Deus Homo. Rather he is

16 See also II Ap 6,6; Dial 852,

17 See also IT Ap 6,5; Dial 454; 91,4; 100,6; 125,4.

18 Thus, to deseribe Justin’s teaching as simply “moralistic,” as done,
e.gz., by R. 8. Franks, The Work of Christ: A Historical Study (1918; rpt.
London: Thomas Nelson, 1962), p. 12, is to ignore a major aspect of what
Justin says.
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playing a literary symbolic game with its own subtlety and
coherence.

This mutually interpretive relation between images of Jesus
as conqueror and images of Jesus as teacher is aided by struc-
tural parallels between the two image systems. An image sys-
tem has its own informal logic, and the informal logics of these
two systems are similar in three ways, each important for my
analysis. First, for both image systems, Jesus overcomes an ob-
stacle external to himself (ignorance, demons) which remains
external to himself throughout the process of redemption.
Jesus does not take upon himself our ignorance and bondage.
It is hard to see how these images as Justin uses them could
interpret Jesus “made sin” for us.”® Second, both imply an
understanding of sin as a form of captivity, either to ignorance,
demons, or both. When conjoined with Justin’s tendency to ab-
solve (at least pre-Jesus) humanity of complicity in its plight,
this understanding reinforces the picture of evil as something
undergone by humanity, rather than something it performs or
undertakes. This similarity leads to a third. Both image sys-
tems leave unaddressed the problem of guilt, or rather, ad-
dress it only by tending to dissolve it. As we will see below,
Justin is concerned with this problem, but its solution has
strikingly little to do with Jesus.

These two images systems are both examples of what we can
call liberation images. In both cases the plight of humanity is
understood as bondage and Jesus is redeemer by liberating
humanity from that bondage. Liberation images of this sort
dominate Justin’s soteriology. In the next section, I will note
some pitfalls in such a dominance. Now, however, we must
look at the third set of images that Justin uses to talk about
the redemptive significance of Jesus, images connected with the
the cross and the blood there shed.

These images do not fall into a system in Caird’s sense. Un-

19 Note, e.g., Justin’s insistence (Dial 94,5; 96,1; 111,2) that Jesus’ death
on the tree of the cross.does not imply that he himself is cursed by God, as
one might deduce from Dt. 21:23.
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like the groups already discussed, this group does not clearly
imply a context of interpretation. Justin continually speaks of
Jesus’ suffering for us on the cross and our being cleansed by
his blood without providing explanations or images that would
clarify just how all this occurs. At times, the death of Jesus
seems to be expiatory, along the lines of a christological reading
of Isaiah 53: “. .. you had crucified him, the only blameless and
righteous man,—through whose stripes those who approach
the Father by him are healed” (Dial 17,1) *° He is even
spoken of as taking upon himself our curses (Dial 95,2; but see
note 19) . At one point, Jesus’ death is typologically connected
with the passover sacrifice: “ And that lamb which was com-
manded to be wholly roasted was a symbol of the suffering of
the cross that Christ would undergo ” (Dial 40,3) .
Significantly, Justin also ties the cross to the conquest of
the demons. In the argument with Trypho, Justin calls atten-
tion to Exodus 17:16 (LXX): “For with a secret hand the
Lord wages war upon Amalek to all generations.” Where was
God’s hand concealed in its struggle with evil? In Jesus. “ You
can perceive that the concealed power of God was in Christ
crucified, before whom demons, and all the principalities and
powers on earth, tremble” (Dial 49,8). Earlier Justin had
referred to the power of the Father given to Jesus “. .. by
virtue of which demons are subdued to his name and to the
dispensation (oilkovouig) of his suffering” (Dial 30,3) .2
Justin never spells out, however, the role of the cross in the con-

20 See also Dial 43,3. Yet note that in I Ap 50 Is. is cited at length, but
only to show that Jesus’s rejection by the Jews and death had been foretold.
No soteriology is extracted from the text; however, compare the use of Is.
53 in Dial 13. That Jesus suffers for or on behalf of humanity is often re-
peated by Justin, Dial 63,2; 95,2; 103,8; 134,5.

21 Justin can find types of the cross in very unlikely places, e.g., the refer-
ence to the horns of a unicorn in Dt. 33:17 (LXX). See Dial 91.

22 Daniélou, p. 165, contends that Justin is utilizing a Jewish-Christian
typology of the cross as power. He cites his earlier discussion of this typology
in The Theology of Jewish Christianity, The Development of Christian Doc-
trine before the Council of Nicaea, Vol. 1, trans. John A. Baker (Chicago:
Henry Regnery, 1964}, pp. 271f.
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quest of the demons nor how it relates to the power of God in
Jesus. I cannot find any coherent pattern tying together the
various things Justin says about the redemptive value of the
Cross.

A similar diversity characterizes Justin’s talk about the
blood of Christ. Sometimes the blood seems to be salvific by
cleansing or washing those who believe (I Ap 32,7; Dial 13,1) >
At other times, the blood is connected with the blood on the
doorposts during the Passover which averted the Angel of
Death (Dial 40,1; 111,3). And on one occasion, his blood is
likened to the blood shed at a circumcision that seals the cove-
nant (Dial 24,1). Again, Justin deploys a variety of images
and ideas without any apparent unifying pattern. There are,
however, connections with the idea of the power of God. On
four oceasions, Justin states that Jesus’s blood does not derive
from his human ancestors, but from God (I Ap 32,11; Dial
54,2; 63,2; 76,2). On two of these occasions, Justin directly
connects the blood of Jesus with the power of God: . .. Moses
has predicted that the blood of Christ would be not of the seed
of man, but of the power of God ” (Dial 54,2) . That his blood
comes from the power of God seems to be the source of its
cleansing power. In his christological explication of Genesis
49.11, Justin states: “ For this ‘ washing his robe in the blood
of the grape’ was predictive of the passion he was to endure,
cleansing by his blood those who believe on him. For what is
called by the Divine Spirit through the prophet ¢ his robe’ are
those men who believe in him in whom abideth the seed of
God, the Word. And what is spoken of as ‘ the blood of the
grape ’ signifies that he who should appear would have blood,
though not of the seed of man, but of the power of God”
(I Ap 82,11).** All we have here is a juxtaposition of the

28 Justin frequently cites Gen. 49:11 (*. .. he shall wash his robe in wine,
and his garment in the blood of the grape.”) in relation to cleansing by
Jesus’s blood. See I Ap 32; Dial 54; 63,2; 76.,2.

24 In the other two texts, the blood of Jesus is connected with the will of
God (Dial, 63,2) or simply with God (Dial 76,2).
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cleansing power of Jesus’ blood and its derivation from the
power of God. Nevertheless, such a juxtaposition should not
be ignored, especially in a theologian such as Justin. There
certainly appears here to be a connection, however unexpli-
cated, between the two ideas.

On Justin’s discussions of the cross and blood of Christ, my
conclusions are similar to those of other commentators.”
Justin says a variety of things about the cross and the blood,
but it remains unclear how they hang together or how they fit
into the wider pattern of this theology. The sort of pattern of
mutual interpretation evident in the image systems of con-
queror and teacher is not evident here.

Two further comments, however, need to be made. First,
the most promising link within Justin’s discussion of cross and
blood is the connection with the power of God. This link also
pulls these images into the picture of Jesus as liberator. The
cross and the blood of Jesus as embodiments of the power of
God come to be interpreted in the context of Jesus as liberator
from the demons and from whatever stains us. They are pulled
away from what would appear in the history of theology to be
their more natural interpretive context, the picture of Jesus
as reconciler. Liberation and reconciliation can be contrasted
in terms of the sort of evil each addresses.”® Liberation is con-
cerned with evil as bondage to a power that holds one captive,
an evil one undergoes rather than undertakes, suffers rather
than performs. Reconciliation addresses an evil one has one-
self undertaken and performed and not merely suffered or un-
dergone, an evil that is a guilt and not a bondage. Reconcilia-
tion in this sense does not play a determinative role in Justin’s
picture of the work of Jesus. As shown above, Justin tends to
depict evil prior to Jesus as a bondage humanity has suffered.
The dominance of liberation images in Justin’s soteriology

25 See, e.g., Barnard, pp. 123f.

26 This distinction between liberation and reconciliation is developed in my
“Dying He Lives: Biblical Image, Biblical Narrative, and the Redemptive
Jesus,” Semeia, forthcoming. : o
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meshes with his picture of the human predicament. Justin uses
reconciliation images already in the tradition, but they remain
for the most part unintegrated into the wider patterns within
his writings. They are integrated only when connections can
be made that reinterpret the images in the direction of Jesus
as liberator. The pattern of liberation images remains at the
center of Justin’s theology.

Second, to the degree that reconciliation does find a place
in Justin’s theology, it is not so much a work of Jesus as of the
Christian’s repentance and baptism. The Christian receives the
forgiveness of sins in baptism.?” Justin describes baptism as
“this laver of repentence and knowledge of God” (rob
Novrpod . . . This peravoias kai tis yvdoewns; Dial 14,1) . In the ex-
tended discussion of baptism in I Apology 61, Justin again
calls baptism “illumination ” (deriouds) and states that the
name of God the Father “ is pronounced over him who chooses
to be born again and has repented of his sins ” (61,10) . Justin
habitually connects baptism with repentance: the redeemed
are the baptized who have repented.”® He will even on occa-
sion attribute redemption to repentance without explicit refer-
ence to baptism.* Of particular interest here is the last argu-
ment Justin makes against Trypho. In response to the antici-
pated objection that the wicked are not responsible for their

27 See I Ap 61,10. In Dial 54,1, Justin does refer to receiving remission of
sins  (dpecwr duaprigr) through the blood of Christ without any refer-
ence to baptism. Dial 13,1 implicitly connects baptism with faith in the blood
of Christ, but the nature of the connection remains unclear and Dial 14,1-2 dis-
cusses the purifying power of baptism without reference to Jesus. I 4p 32,7
speaks of being washed in Jesus’ blood without reference to baptism, That
the power of baptism is in some way tied to Jesus is clear from Dial 86,6
“. . . our Christ, by being crucified on the tree and by purifying with water,
has redeemed us,” but that way is not spelled out, particularly in relation to
" the repentance baptism demands.

28 B.g., “. . . by water, faith, and wood, those who are aforeprepared and
who repent of the sins which they have committed, shall escape from the im-
pending judgment of God.” (Dial 138,3).

29 B.g., “ But the Gentiles, who have believed on him and have repented of
the sins which they have committed, they shall receive the inheritance along
with the patriarchs and the prophets, ... (Dial 26,1).
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wickedness, he reverts to his general principle that angels and
humans both sin freely. They are guilty not only of falling into
sin but also of remaining there, since they always could have
repented.

So that if they repent, all who wish for it can obtain mercy from
God: and the Scripture foretells that they shall be blessed saying,
‘ Blessed is the man to whom the Lord imputeth not sin;’ that is,
having repented of his sins, that he may receive remission (d¢peow)
of them from God (Dial 141,2).

The example of David is cited, who was forgiven of his sin in
relation to Uriah only when he repented with mourning and
weeping. The content and context of this discussion make clear
that repentance alone, without baptism, is being spoken of.
Repentance brings forgiveness, without reference to baptism or
Jesus. )

In addition, on at least one occasion repentance is seen as
the means of reconciliation for those who apostasize after
baptism. In Dialogue 47, Trypho asks Justin about Christians
who keep the Law. In the middle of a surprisingly qualified re-
sponse, Justin states: “ And I hold further that such as have
confessed and known this man to be Christ, yet who have gone
back from some cause to the legal dispensation and have
denied that this man is Christ and have repented not before
death, shall by no means be saved” (Dial 47,4). The obvious
implication is that those who do repent can be saved. Repent-
ance is the means by which the sin is forgiven.

Of course, we should not treat these sentences as the summa-
tion of Justin’s thought on the subject. Nevertheless, they
do point to a basic pattern. Despite the occasional references
to forgiveness through the blood of Christ, the basic pattern of
Justin’s theology places greater emphasis on reconciliation
through the Christian’s repentance and holy life. To the degree
that past sins are a barrier between the individual and God,
the barrier can be removed by repentance. The Christian’s de-
pendence on Jesus for reconciliation with God is limited. Jesus
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is the liberator from ignorance and the demons. The center
of gravity in Justin’s discussion of reconciliation and forgive-
ness, however, is not in the work of Christ but in the repent-
ance of the believer. That reconciliation images play a mar-
ginal role in Justin’s talk about the work of Christ is thus un-
derstandable. Humanity’s deepest need is for liberation rather
than reconciliation. To the degree that reconciliation with God
is required, it can be accomplished by the Christian’s repent-
ance, the inner logic of which can be explicated without refer-
ence to Jesus.

Justin does not have a theory of atonement. Nevertheless,
there is a definite pattern to the central images he uses to ex-
press the meaning of Jesus’ death. This pattern is shaped by
the relation of mutual interpretation that binds together the
image systems of Jesus as conqueror and Jesus as teacher.
These image systems both utilize liberation images which im-
ply a particular understanding of the human predicament.
Only tenuously related to this pattern is Justin’s talk about
the cross and blood of Jesus. I have shown that the marginal-
ity of such discussions within Justin’s theology is not acci-
dental, but a function of his understanding of guilt and
repentance.

Part of the goal of this essay is now accomplished. Justin’s
discussions of the redemptive work of Jesus do have their own
coherence, though it is a coherence embodied in patterns of
images rather than in more abstract conceptual reflections, As
I said earlier, I am also interested in what light Justin’s theo-
logy can throw on modern theological discussions and options.
Justin’s picture of the work of Christ, like that of some con-
temporary theologians, is heavily weighted toward images of
liberation. Can Justin’s use of these images tell us anything
about the. particular opportunities and pitfalls they present?
In answering that question, I must first look at one of the less
attractive aspects of Justin’s writings, his attitude toward the
Jews.
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III

The modern reader of Justin cannot help but be struck by
the vehemence of Justin’s abusive attack on the Jews, especial-
ly Jewish leadership. While Justin’s attack lacks some of the
maliciousness of later Christian writings,*® his comments are
still harsh. The Jews are Leah to the Christian Rachel, weak-
eyed “for the eyes of your souls are excessively weak ” (Dial
184,5) . The law is given to the Jews strictly because of their
hardness of heart (Dial 18,2). The sacrificial cult is set up by
God because he sees the innate tendency of the Jews to make
sacrifices to idols (Dial 19,5-6) . God commands that the Jews
be circumeised so that after they have slain the prophets and
Jesus, they may be more easily detected and punished (Dial
16,2). The destruction of Jerusalem is the just desert of the
Jews (Dial 110,6) .

A full exploration of Justin’s attitude toward the Jews is be-
yond the scope of this essay.®* I am interested only in showing
that these attitudes are reinforced by the pattern of liberation
images that dominates Justin’s soteriology. The relation of
reinforcement is not idiosyncratic to Justin’s theology, but
points to a danger inherent within the dominance of soteriology
by liberation images.

To uncover the relation between Justin’s soteriology and his
attitude toward the Jews we must return to the demons. As
was shown above, the fundamental hold the demons have over
humanity is a mental hold, created and perpetuated by false
teaching. Once the identification of the demons as false
teachers is established, the reverse conclusion easily suggests

30 Ben Zion Bokser, “ Justin Martyr and the Jews,” Jewish Quarterly Re-
view, 64 (1973), 204 concludes: “ Justin stands midway between the New
Testament and the rabid anti-Jewishness that eventually became part of
Christian culture.”

31 Fuller discussions can be found in Bokser, who concentrates on Justin’s
use of the Bible, and A. Lukyn Williams, Adversus Judaess: A Bird’s-eye
View of Christian Apologiae until the Renaissence (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1935), pp. 31-42, which focuses exclusively on the Dialogue
with Trypho.
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itself: false teachers are tools of or in league with the demons.
Justin explains parallels between Christianity and mystery
cults as the attempts by the demons to produce pseudo-faiths
that will confuse possible believers: “ those who presided over
the mysteries of Mithras were stirred up by the devil . . .”
(Dial 78,6) ** The Samaritan magicians, Simon and Menander,
and the heretic Marcion were all “ put forward  (wpoedA\ovro)
by the demons (I Ap 56,1; 58,1) . Were it not for the slanders
spread by the demons, far more would heed the Word (I Ap
10,6) . The persecutors of the Christians act at the instigation
of the demons (I Ap 5,1; Dial 39,6) . .

Foremost among the “false teachers” for Justin are the
Jews.** Since he accepts the authority of the Hebrew scrip-
tures, Justin cannot dismiss the religion of the Jews as a
demonic invention as he does other religions. Rather, he uses
the special relation between the Jews and God as a reproach
to the Jews. Unlike the Gentiles, the Jews . . . were called to
conversion and repentance of spirit, while they [the Gentiles]
were in a sinful condition and laboring under spiritual disease ”
(Dial 30,1). That despite this advantage the Jews again and
again stray from God shows their unusual spiritual blindness.
They seem to have an innate tendency toward idolatry. What
else could explain the erection of the golden calf by the very
generation that had seen the mighty acts of God (Dial 20,4) ?
God instituted the temple only because the Jews needed it to
keep them from the temples of idols (Dial 22,11). The cult
and the law, however, are not enough to keep the Jews out of
mischief, as the prophets attest. “ The senseless Jews * are the
ones the demons instigate to inflict sufferings on Jesus (I 4Ap
63,10) ** And the Jews are still at work, falsifying the bibli-

32 On Mithraism, see also Dial 70,1 and I Ap 66,4.

33 Justin’s attitude is much more conciliatory toward Jews who are mot
teachers. They are more sinned against than sinning. See Dial 9,1; 382,
and Paul J. Donahue, “ Jewish-Christian Controversy in the Second Century:
A Study in the Dislogue of Justin Martyr,” Diss. Yale University 1973, Chap.
9, “ The Rabbis.”

34 Bokser, p. 204, notes the way Justin places the entire blame for the
crucifixion on the Jews, none on the Romans.
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cal texts to remove messianic prophecies that clearly point to
Jesus (Dial 71-73) . Justin lays out the elements for the full
demonization of the Jews and partially constructs such an in-
terpretation himself.

The dominance of liberation images in Justin’s soteriology is
not itself the cause of Justin’s attitude toward the Jews, but
it does set up a structure that supports such an attitude.®®
Most importantly, it supports a sharp distinction between the
liberated to whom guilt does not attach and the lost who are
still dupes or agents of the demons. As noted, liberation images
tend to depict evil as something undergone and suffered rather
than undertaken and performed. When this tendency is com-
bined with other aspects of Justin’s thought, the result is a
theology that ascribes to Gentile converts little moral or reli-
gious accountability for their pre-Christian lives, a theology
that implies little complicity in one’s former sin. What com-
plicity there may have been has been wiped away by one’s
own repentance and holy life. This repentance is fundamental-
ly one’s own act; it can be explicated without reference to
Jesus. Justin’s theology gives little indication that the Chris-
tian’s holiness is dependent on Christ. Rather, Christians for
Justin are holy in and of themselves in a straightforward, un-
dialectical way.** A chasm then opens between the Christians
who are not in complicity with evil and the non-Christians.
Bokser notes that Justin makes extensive use of the moral re-
proofs of the prophets, but these reproofs are always directed
outward at non-Christians.*” The evil ones are without, not
within.

35 As Hans von Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible, trans,
J. A. Baker (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1972), pp. 97f., and, in much
greater detail, Theodore Stylianopoulos, Justin Martyr and the Mosaic Law,
Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series, 20 (Missoula, Montana:
Scholars Press, 1975) argue, Justin’s anti-Jewish polemic was part of a larger
salvation-history scheme developed with the Marcionite challenge in mind.

36 Note the way righteousness is ascribed to Christians in I Ap 10; Dial
41,4.

37 Bokser, p. 210.
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Of course, the absence of internally directed moral exhorta-
tion may be related to the externally directed genres of the
works by Justin that are extant. Nevertheless, this absence fits
into the dominant pattern of liberation images. Internally di-
rected exhortation raises questions about past and present
complicity in evil. The problem of an evil with which we are
in collusion, an evil that does not simply come from without
but to some degree springs from within, is not a problem libera-
tion images handle easily. What does it mean for me to be
liberated from the evil that is me? This problem is precisely
the one that reconciliation images address. I must be recon-
ciled with God, neighbor, and self because I have not merely
been captured by their enemies but have aided and abetted
their enemies. The line between the righteous Christian and
the demonic unbeliever becomes less decisive. We have all
sinned and need to be reconciled.

Of course, a soteriology that balances liberation images with
reconciliation images will not guarantee that Jews and other
non-Christians are not demonized. Nevertheless, we can recog-
nize the way an exclusive reliance on liberation images supports
the identification of some group outside of one’s own com-
munity as the embodiment of evil in the world. The evil ones
might be Jews or secular humanists or capitalists. The natural
next step, within this range of Biblical images, is to demonize
the perpetrators of evil, to identify them with the Biblical
powers of darkness. Such demonization can dehumanize the
other and blind one to one’s own evil. Justin’s comments on
Jews is an early example of just this dynamie.

v

In this essay, Justin Martyr has emerged as an object lesson
of two sorts. First, he shows us that the coherence of a theo-
logical position need not be embodied in an overarching con-
ceptual structure, but can be created through patterns of
images. We must always be sensitive to the differing and com-
plex ways theologians can attain coherence in their writings.
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Second, Justin alerts us to pitfalls within certain ways of
utilizing Biblical images that crystalize the redemptive mean-
ing of Jesus. Images have their own logic. They fit together
far more easily in some ways than in others and the patterns
they fall into imply conclusions we may find ourselves drawing
despite ourselves. The danger Justin exemplifies is one that is
not irrelevant to an age that with justification finds the bibli-
cal images of liberation compelling.®®

MicrAEL RooT
Lutheran Theological Southern Seminary
Columbia, South Carolina

88 ] received helpful comments on an earlier draft of this essay from James
Cutsinger, Scott Hendrix, and Douglas Johnson.



IMMORTALITY AND THE POLITICAL LIFE
OF MAN IN ALBERTUS MAGNUS

o

rediscovery of Aristotle in the West witnessed the de-

velopment of Roman Law, the Gelasian theory of tem-
poral and spiritual power, the theory of medieval monarchy as
found in people like John of Salisbury, and the establish-
ment of the feudal structure itself. Likewise, the establish-
ment and growth of the religious orders created a new type of
organization which was to provide many ideas for civil politi-
cal practice. From the standpoint of political theory, these
years are not of major significance when compared to the
Greek, Augustinian, or the great scholastic theories. Never-
theless, the development of the feudal pattern with its ever
growing confusion between the realm of the spiritual and the
realm of the temporal emphasized a problem of great signifi-
cance for political theory.*

Plotinus and Augustine, the last truly great pagan philos-
opher and the first universal Western Doctor of the Church,
both had, to a greater or lesser degree, emphasized the contem-
plative order and its primacy. But there proved to be a danger
in overemphasizing the importance of the next life for man.
This world, wherein man was to work out his salvation, which
to be sure was not political in its essence, could very easily be
ignored or simply rejected. All of society’s energy could be
placed in attaining the next life. Since the solution of Plotinus
became practically irrelevant in Western society as a real

THE LONG YEARS from the death of Augustine to the

1 See Heinrich A. Rommen, The State and Catholic Thought (St. Louis: B.
Herder Book Co., 1945), pp. 521-36; Charles Howard MeclIlwain, Growth of
Political Thought in the West (New York: Macmillan, 1932); R. W, and
A. J. Carlyle, A History of Medieval Political Thought in the West (Edin-
burgh: Blackwood, 1928), 6 vols.

585



536 JAMES V. SCHALL, S.J.

movement, the terms of the emphasis became exclusively
Christian. The danger of the Christian over-emphasis on the
next life, as someone like Hannah Arendt would suggest, was
that politics would be undermined. The danger of the Chris-
tian message was that it could make the political life of man
on earth irrelevant.* The only thing that mattered was, in an
extreme view, the next life.

Hannah Arendt’s contention raises one of the most signifi-
cant and perplexing questions in political theory, namely, the
relationship between personal immortality and the public life.
Arendt suggested that the contemplative life, especially in its
Christian context, cut off the very life-blood of the political
order as the Greeks saw it, that is, the hope of an earthly ““im-
mortality ” and the record of heroic deeds and words. For the
Christian, such things were merely vanity because his kingdom
was not of this world.®* But does the Christian belief in immor-
tality in its own terms, both as resurrection and as an explana-
tion of personal continuity until this restored condition, nec-
essarily render the deeds of this world transitory? Or is it what
ultimately renders them possible in their own right? Certain-
ly, one can point to trends in Christian history which would
seem to suggest the former alternative. Yet, another interpre-
tation of the importance of the contemplative life or immortal-
ity can be held. Indeed, it was the contention of Aristotle that
politics needed speculative rectitude before it could exercise its
own proper function. This was so because political life might
easily become a search for immortality in this life if politics
did not recognize the limits of this life and the nature of the
contemplative order.

2 Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday
Anchor, 1959), pp. 20-21, 50.

8 Ibid., pp. 286-90. In this connection, I found the discussion of Fr., Bene-
dict T. Viviano, 0. P., on “The Kingdom of God in Albert the Great and
Thomas Aquinas,” (The Thomist, October, 1980), pp. 502-22, to have missed
the central significance of Albert’s (and Thomas’s) work in political theory.
Viviano’s study, for all its caution, still seemed to imply that the Kingdom
of God was to have a political embodiment on earth and that neither Albert

nor Thomas could see this because of their own concern about Joachim of
Flora’s theses.
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Thus, when Christianity defined the ultimate good for man
as personal immortality (resurrection, in its fulness) in the
next life, it really freed the political order from disordered sub-
servience to the contemplative order. It destroyed the illusion
that the politics of this life was the proper tool to “ construct ”,
if not to substitute for, an immortality in the next, which
endeavor was to become, in the words of Leo Strauss, “ the
modern project.” * Christianity did, of course, insist that poli-
tics had to recognize in the individual a destiny beyond poli-
tics, a destiny that did not deny Aristotle’s notion that man
was a political animal in his very form or being. What is im-
portant to realize is that man does have a drive for immortal-
ity and that this drive will be fulfilled somehow, legitimately
or illegitimately. What the Greek experience proved was not
that man needs this desire for immortality to drive him to
establish a human city in this life, but rather it proved that
if this desire for immortality is confined to this life, under the
terrestrial conditions natural to life on earth, it will eventually
overturn the limits of existing political order in the search for
something beyond it. Man will seek to fulfill his ultimate de-
sires by the political life, which of its essence cannot meet them,
especially if he does not know from his theoretical philosophy
or theology that earthly life as such cannot fulfill these desires.
Yet, at the same time, realizing that his ultimate desires can
and must be completed elsewhere, something Augustine taught
Christian political theory as he reflected on Plato, man can
now be free for the great deeds and works and actions which
are proper to the political life.

Albertus Magnus

In this general framework, Albertus Magnus makes his con-
tribution to political theory.® For Albertus Magnus—the

4 Leo Strauss, The City and Man (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1964), Chapter I.

5 For a description of the life of Albert, see James A. Weisheipl, O.P,,
“ Albert the Great and Medieval Culture,” The Thomist, (October, 1980), pp.
481-500; see also Weisheipl, Frier Thomas d’Aquino: His Life, Thought, and
Work (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1974); pp. 38-47, and passim.
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Aristotelian commentator—does not join the tradition of poli-
tical Augustinianism which would tend to downgrade the tem-
poral order in favor of exclusive interest in man’s last end.
Rather Albert maintained man’s last end to be his highest
goal—and in this he would agree with the whole Christian
position—but he also elevated the temporal sphere as such in
the very process of achieving the last end. Albert thus be-
longed to the school which believed that God is glorified and
exalted by praising nature and nature’s institutions, not vice
versa. He was willing to give all credit and honor to nature as
such because he did not believe that the theologian’s primary
task was to explain what can be disclosed by reason. Non enim
hic theologice loquimur is a refrain occurring in Albert’s com-
mentaries and discussions of nature.®

St. Albert deserves a place in political theory because he was
the first great theologian who recognized and counteracted the
danger that could arise from Augustine and Plotinus, namely,
the absorption of the practical (ethical, economic, and poli-
tical) by the contemplative. But at the same time, he did not
go to the extreme of the post-Aristotelian and modern philo-

6 Albertus Magnus, Liber VI Ethicorum, Tract. II, Caput XVIII, Operum
Omnium (Parisiis: Apud Ludovicum Vives, MDCCXC), Vol. VII. p. 434.
Hereafter, quotations from this edition of Albert will be as follows: Hthi-
corum, 1. VI, t. ii, ¢. 18, Vol. III, p. 434. All English translations in the text
are the author’s.

The following passages are also pertinent in revealing Albert’s attitude:
“Nihil ad me de miraculis, cum ego de naturalibus disseram.” De gen. et
corrupt., 1. I, t. I, e. 22, Vol. IV, p. 363. “ Si quis nobis objiciat de vir-
tutibus infusis a Deo, quas theologi praedicant et laudant, dicimus quod nihil
ad nos: quia jam non de theologicis, sed de physicis disputamus.” Ethicorum,
1. I, t. vii, e. 5, Vol. VII, p. 114,

Albert’s own attitude towards Aristotle and other authors can best be
judged from the following passages: “ Dixit aliquis forsitan nos Aristotelem
non intellexisse et ideo non consentire verbis ejus et ad illum dicimus, quod,
qui credit Aristotelem fuisse deum, ille credere debet quod numguam erravit:
si autem credit ipsum esse hominem, procul dubio errare potuit sicut et nos.”
Physicorum, 1. VIII, t. i, c. 14, Vol. III, p. 553. “Dicendum quod parum
mihi videtur curandum de dictis Bedae, ubi non loquitur de fide et de mori-
bus: quia ipso naturas ignoravit.” In IV Sent. d. 44, a. 7, ad 2, Vol, XXX,
p. 5556.
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sophers who tend to subsume the speculative back into the
practical.” Here, Albert was true to Aristotle and Augustine.
Perhaps nothing reveals more clearly the extent to which
Albert sensed the central importance of the issues here raised
in political philosophy than his Introduction to his Commen-
tary on Aristotle’s Politics. For this Introduction begins with
nothing less than a proof of the immortality of the soul:

Ptolemy in the Adlmagestus says that he is not dead who is vivified
by science, nor is he poor who is dominated by intellect or who
possesses something understood. The reason of this dictum, how-
ever, is that which Alfarabi says in his book, de Intellectu et In-
telligibili, namely, that all philosophers truly place the root of im-
mortality in the intellectus adeptus. For according to that in-
tellect, the rational soul extends itself to the principles of incor-
ruptible truth. Nor is it possible that he be mortal who possesses
incorruptible truth. The reason for this is that, as Aristotle
says in VI Ethics, everything which is in something, is in it ac-
cording to the power of that in which it is, and not according to
the power of that which is in it. And therefore, if incorruptible
truth is in the intellectus adeptus, it follows that it itself is
incorruptible.®

7 See the following articles: James V. Schall, “ Post-Aristotelian Philosophy
and Political Theory,” Cithara, (November, 1963), pp. 56-79; “ Cartesianism
and Political Theory,” The Review of Politics, (April, 1962), pp. 260-82;
“Political Philosophy and Christianity,” Center Journal, (Fall, 1983), pp.
47-66.

8 Ptolemsaeus in Almagesto dicit, quod non est mortuus, qui scientiam
vivificavit; nee fuit pauper, qui intellectui dominatus est, sive qui intellectum
possedit. Ratio autem dicti est quod dicit Alfarabius in libro de Intellectu
et Intelligibili, quod omnes Philosophi radicem immortalitatis vere posuerunt
in intellectu adepto: secundum enim illum intellectum extendit se anima ra-
tionalis ad principia incorruptibilis veritatis: nec potest esse quod mortale
8it, quod subjectum est incorruptibilis veritatis. Quia dicit Aristoteles in VI
Bthicorum, quod unumquodque quod in aliquo est, est in eo secundum po-
testatem ejus cui inest, et non secundum potestatem ejus quod inet: ideo si
incorruptibilis veritas est in intellectu adepto, oportet quod et ipse incorrup-
tibilis sit.” Politicorum, 1, I, c. 1, Vol. VIII, p. 6.

Gilson in his discussion of Alfarabi noted the following analysis of the
intellectus adeptus in medieval philosophy: “In his (Alfarabi’s) De intel-
leotu et intellecto, which frequently appears in medieval manuscripts after
those of Alexander and of Alkindi, and before that of Albertus Magnus,
Alfarabi distinguishes four meanings of the word ‘intellect’: 1) the in-
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Albert, in other words, introduced a political treatise, a treatise
on Aristotle’s Politics, by first proving that the souls of the
members of the political community are immortal and there-
fore destined for something beyond politics.® Albert, conse-
quently, was not of the opinion that the Christian belief in
personal immortality was out of place in commenting on Aris-
totle, nor that the belief in immortality necessarily rendered
political life insignificant. He discussed great deeds and words
as a very normal and necessary aspect of human life and found
no fault with Aristotle on this point, which he should have
done if Christianity made this order merely transitory.

A further aspect of this use of immortality to introduce a

tellect in potency with regard to the knowledge it can acquire; 2) the intel-
lect in act with regard to that knowledge while acquiring it; 3) the acquired
intellect (intellectus adeptius), that is, the intellect considered as already
possessed of that knowledge; 4) and finally, the agent intellect, a subsisting
spiritual being, who presides over the sublunary world and confers both forms
on its matter and actual knowledge on all its intellects.” Etienne Gilson,
History of Ohiistian Philosophy in the Middle Ages (New York: Random
House, 1955), pp. 186-87.

For a general discussion of the authenticity of the work and the place of
polities in Albert’s commentaries and thought, see the following sources: G.
Meersseman, Iniroductio in Opere Ommnie B. Alberti Magni (Burgis: C.
Beyaert, 1932), p. 71; M. Rohner, “ Kommentar des hl. Albetus Magnus zur
Einfithrung in die Politik des Aristotles,” 8t. Albertus Magnus Festschrift
(Freiburg: Sonderheft des Divus Thomas, 1932.

For a discussion of the question of immortality in Aristotle himself, which
deserves its own treatment, see Henry Veatch, Aristotle (Bloomington: Uni-
versity of Indiana Press, 1974), pp. 92-93; 126-27; Werner Jaeger, Aristotle
(London: Oxford, 1948), pp. 40-52; John Herman Randall, Aristotle, (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1960), pp. 14-15. See also R. G. Mulgan,
Aristotle’s Political Theory (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977); John B. Morrall,
Aristotle (Political Thinkers, No. 7) (Boston: George Allen & Unwin, 1977).

9 In this sense, I found Father Leonard Ducharme’s essay * The Individual
Human Being in Saint Albert’s Earlier Writings,” in Albert the Great,
edited by F. J. Kovach and R. W. Shahan (Norman: University of Okla-
homa Press, 1980), pp. 131-60, to have missed perhaps the importance of
Albert’s teachings for the very subject under discussion, namely the import-
ance of the concrete individual being. This is why, however, one must care-
fully distinguish political life on this earth, immortality of the soul, and
resurrection, each of which, in any Christian context, is directly concerned
with the individual human being, with Tom, Mary, and Socrates.
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treatise on politics must be noted. Albert has no difficulty in
using a proof for immortality in a commentary which professed
to present Aristotle’s thought alone.® The point is not that the
proof of Alfarabi which he used here is Aristotle’s proof, but
that the concept of immortality does fit Aristotle. Indeed, im-
mortality is the real key to unraveling the somewhat confus-
ing way Aristotle presented the good of the contemplative
order and the good of the practical order. Both are goods of
man, it is not a question of one or the other—a conclusion
which must necessarily result if it is assumed that Aristotle
had no concept of immortality or that the passages which
might seem to indicate that he did are considered insignificant.
Aristotle’s idea, of course, is not that of resurrection, the Chris-
tian solution which is known from revelation, but of the soul as
separated from the body after death, but operative fully dur-
ing life. Interestingly enough, all of Albert’s commentaries pro-
ceed on this basis. The proof taken from Alfarabi proves only
the immortality of the soul, not the resurrection of the body.
The use of immortality in Albert’s Commentary on the Poli-
tics presupposes a whole psychology, metaphysics, and ethics
in, which he developed the main lines of his analysis of Aris-
totle. The central theme in Albert’s philosophy is, indeed, im-
mortality. Immortality is to Albert what the One is to Plo-
tinus, the Unmoved Mover is to Aristotle, doubt to Descartes,
changelessness to Plato and Augustine. Immortality is the
thread that constantly links his thinking into an intelligible
whole. Albert’s problem, consequently, became one of explain-
ing how and why men are immortal. His mode of procedure

.10 Nec ego dixi aliquid in isto libro, nisi exponendo quae dicta sunt, et
rationes et causas adhibendo. Sicut enim omnibus libris physicis, numquam
de meo dixi alignid, sed opiniones Peripateticorum quanto fidelius potui ex-
posui. Et hoe dico propter quosdam inertes qui solatium suae inertiae
quaerentes, nihil quaerunt in seriptis, nisi quod reprehendant: et cum tales
sint torpentes in inmertia, ne soli torpentes videantur, quaerunt ponere macu-
lam in electis. Tales Socratem occiderunt, Platonem de Athenis in Acade-
miam fugaverunt, in Aristotelem machinantes etiam eum exire compu-
lerunt. . . .” Politicorum, b. VIII, conec., Vol, VIII, pp. 803-04, (May I say
that this paragraph is a masterpiece of scholarky impatience!)
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was primarily one which centered around knowledge, both from
the aspect of nature and God and from the structure of man
needed to explain this phenomenon of knowledge.

In the first place, it is necessary to recognize that for Albert,
as for Aristotle, the speculative order is made and is intelligi-
ble. Man discovers an intelligibility.

There are three essential parts of real philosophy, which philos-
ophy, I say, is not caused in us by our own work, as moral science
is caused, but rather it is caused by the work of nature in us.
These three parts of philosophy are physics, metaphysics, and
mathematics.™

This position placed Albert squarely in opposition to later con-
cepts of nature which would hold that intelligibility is some-
thing imposed on nature by man’s mind and analysis. Indeed,
as the following passage suggests, the knowledge God has of
the universe is the same type of knowledge that modern sci-
ence seeks, knowledge by making.

When God, however, is called infinite, he is called such by a denial
of anything limiting him and measuring him outside of his in-
finity, because certainly it is impossible to limit him by place or
time or by some intellect understanding him. He is fully inex-
plicable—that is, to understand him perfectly belongs to no one
but himself. . . . Thus God whose knowledge nothing escapes
knows all things infinitely. And this happens because his knowl-
edge is not caused by the things known, but rather it is the cause
of all known things. And therefore by knowing himself to be the
cause of them, he himself knows the things infinitely. . . . Whence

11“Cum autem tres sint partes essentiales philosophiae realis, quae, in-
quam, philosophia non causatur in nobis ab opere nostro, sicut causatur sci-
entia moralis, sed potius ipsa causatur ab opere naturae in nobis: quae partes
sunt naturalis sive physica, et metaphysica, et mathematica. . . .” Physicorum,
1, I, t. i. e. 1, Vol. III, p. 2.

For an excellent discussion of Albert’s metaphysics, see Louis de Raey-
maeker, “ Albert le Grand, Philosophe,” Revue neoscholastique de philosophie,
XXXV (Fevrier, 1933), pp. 5-36. See also Gilson, History, pp. 277-94; Anton
C. Pegis, St. Thomas and the Problem of the Soul in the Thirteenth Century
(Toronto: St. Michael’s College, 1934), pp. 77-120; Maurice de Wulf, His-
tory of Medieval Philosophy, trans. E. C. Messenger (3rd. ed.; London: Long-
mans, Green & Co., 1938), pp. 98-110.



POLITICAL LIFE OF MAN IN ALBERTUS MAGNUS 543

he does not understand a thing through the intellect passing over
the thing known except insofar as he understands himself. Qur
knowledge, however, is not the cause of the things known, but
rather is caused by the things known and therefore it is neces-
sary for our intellect to pass over the things known and
understood. . . .22

Albert, therefore, based his philosophy on the Aristotelian
idea that every work of nature is a work of intelligence.*® It is
in discovering this already present intelligibility that man rises
above the physical.

But Albert was a vigorous realist in spite of the many neo-
platonic elements that are obvious in his system.* “It seems
ridiculous,” he wrote, “ to demonstrate whether nature exists.
For it is most manifest to us that there are many natural things
in which the aforesaid principle of motion and rest are

12“Deus autem cum dicitur infinitus, dicitur a negatione finientis ipsum
et numerantis extra infinitum: quia videlicet impossible est ipsum finiri loco
vel tempore vel intellectu capienti ipsum, propter quod est plane inenarr-
abilis, hoc est, quia eum perfecte intelligi non convenit nisi a seipso. Est
tamen ipse finiens se, quia tantus est, quantus ipse se intelligit. Deum
cujus scientiam nihil effugit, illa infinita omnia scire: quod ideo contingit,
quia sua scientia non causatur a scitis, sed potius est causa omnium scitorum.
Et ideo sciendo se esse causam ipsorum, ipse scit infinita: et ideo scientia
infinitorum in ipso est per unum quod ipse est qui sibi finitus est: unde ipse
non intelligit rem per intellectum transeuntem super rem intellectam nisi
quantum intelligit seipsum, Nostra autem scientia non est causa scitorum,
sed potius causatur a rebus scitis: et ideo oportet mostrum intellectum esse
transeuntem super scita et intellecta. . . .” Physicorum, 1. I, t. iii, ¢. 4, Vol
III, pp. 54-55.

On the relation of modern science, theology, and particularity, see Stanley
Jaki, The Road of Science and the Ways to God (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1978).

13 “ Incipientes igitur a generatione animae accipimus propositionem . ,
quod omne opus naturae est opus intelligentiae.” de Natura et Origine Animue,
t. i, e. 1. This opusculum is contained in the new critical edition of St.
Albert’s works, which are in the process of being published. Alberti Magni
Liber de Natura et Origine Animae Operum Ommnium, ed. Bernhardus Geyer
(Cologne: Aschendorff, 1955), Vol. XII, p. 3. This phrase appears often in
Albert’s commentaries.

14 See de Wulf, p. 103. See also Arthur Schneider, Die Psychologie Alberts
des Grissen. Band IV, Heft 6: Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des
Mittelalters (Munster: Aschndorff, 1906),
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found. . ...”* Albert’s ultimate existent is always Aristotle’s
first substance, the real things.

You should know, however, that that which has an individual na-
ture and is called an individual substance, such as the natural thing
and also the supposit of nature as it is sometimes called, both is
called first substance and substance. It is called an individual sub-
stance, however, according as there is in it a collection of in-
dividuating notes which cannot be found in anything else; for thus
it is singular and incommutable.t®

This thorough-going realism is the basis of what may well be
Albert’s most important and significant metaphysical insight,
namely, his analysis of the types and loci of universals. He
never doubted that individual, concrete beings are the true
realities.

There are three types of universals. One is before the thing itself,
one in the thing, and one after it. That which is ante rem, indeed,
is one in itself, the principle and formal cause of the thing from
which many things are formulated. That which is in 7e is the na-
ture of the thing, as form is called the nature of a thing, but it is
nature by one reason, universal by another. For the nature of a
thing by the fact that it is, is the quiddity and essence of a thing:
it is universal, however, through the fact that it posits an essen-
tial similarity of subjects. The universal post rem is a product of
abstraction. Tt is not universal except by abstraction. And it is
not abstracted except through existing things from which it is
abstracted. This universal, however, is called universal through a
relation to many and therefore this kind of universal is said to be
an accident by the Philosopher.’?

15 “Ridiculum autem videtur esse demonstrare an sit natura. Manifestum
enim est nobis, quod multae sunt res naturales in quibus praedictum motus
et quietis principium invenimus. . . . Physicorum, 1. II, t. i, . 6, Vol. III,
p. 102,

16 “ Debes autem scire quod id quod habet naturam, et substantia individua
dicitur, ut res naturae et etiam suppositum naturae aliquando vocatur, et
vocatur substantia prima, et vocatur substantia. Dicitur autem individua
substantia secundum quod est in eo collectio individuantium quae non possunt
et alia reperiri: sic enim singulare est et incommutabile.” Physicorum, 1.
II, t. i, c. 4, Vol. ITI, p. 99. In this context, see also again above, Ducharme,
ibid.

17 ¢ . . Intellige quod triplex est universale. Unum quidem ante rem, et
unum in re, et unum post rem. Illud quod est ante rem, est unum quidem in se
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However, Albert’s peculiar theory of how reality must itself
be constructed in order to explain intellection leads him to a
theory of knowledge which defines man simply as an intellect
whose main task is to shed all material adjuncts so that man
can know the pure intelligible objects without interruption.

There is another impediment to speculation of truth due to
the very mode of our birth. For although man as man is only
intellect, nevertheless, the intellect in man according to its being
is derived from imagination and sense and other corporeal powers
which do not permit to it a pure contemplation of truth.!®

Albert did not believe that the pure speculative knowledge man
seeks belongs to this soul in this life, except perhaps fleetingly.

principium et causa formalis rei, ex quo multa formantur, Illud autem quod
est in re, natura rei est, sicut forma natura rei dicitur: sed ab alia est
natura, et ab alia universale. Natura enim rei per hoec quod est rei quidditas
est et essentia: universale autem per hoc quod ponitur essentalis similitudo
subjectorum. Post rem autem universale est abstractionis. Illud enim non
est universale nisi abstractione: non abstrahitur autem nisi rebus existen-
tibus a quibus abstrahitur. Hoc autem universale, universale dicitur per re-
lationem ad multos: et ideo istud universale a Philosopho accidens dicitur:
ab accidentali enim relatione naturae simplici accidit quod multis est.”
Ethicorum, 1. I, t. v, ¢. 12, Vol. VIIL, pp. 72-73.

“, . . Plato posuit in omni re triplex esse universale. Unum quidem ante
rem, quod erat causa rei formalis secundum esse praecedens, quia separatum
ipsum esse posuit. Secundum Wn re, quod erat forma adhaerens ei una in
multis et de multis: et hoc unum dixit Plato in essentia unum et in esse
naturae et formae in omnibus. Aristoteles autem in ratione dixit unum, et
in esgentia et esse plura. Tertium autem dixit esse post rem. Quod est in-
tentio universalis in anima: et sic dixit etiam quod anima communis et uni-
versalis erat ante omnes animas, et erat eausa ipsarum per quam habent
diffiniri et esse: et secundum hoc esset una universalis illius ratio de omni
anima. Et hoc esse non potest, quia in philosophia primae habet ostendi id
universale nullum esse omnino, sed omne universale ut universale sumptum
esse aut nihil rei procedens rem, aut esse post rem, sicut est intentio ab-
stracta de particularibus.” De Animea, 1. I, t. i, ¢. 4, Vol. V, po. 124, See
also Metaphysicorum, 1, V, t. vi, ¢. 5, Vol. VI, pp. 361-62; 1. VII, 1. v, c. i,
Vol. VI, pp. 472-73. ’

18 “ Est autem aliud impedimentum theoriae veritatis ex ipso modo nativi-
tatis: quoniam licet homo secundum quod homo solus intellectus sit, tamen
intellectus in homine secundum esse trahitur ab jmaginatione et sensu et
aliis corporeis virtutibus non sinentibus eum pure contemplari theoriam veri-
tatis.” Metaphysicorum, 1. 11, t. i, c. 12, Vol. VI, p. 130.
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However, it is this effort to explain how the natural soul can
achieve contemplation in a perfect state at all that Albert,
like Aristotle, sought to demonstrate a permanency of soul
without the body. Further, we should note again that this is
not the specifically Christian question of the resurrection of the
composite body and soul, but the Greek question which, like
the Christian discussion of the status of the soul after death
and before the resurrection, sought to define man in terms of
what becomes of man immediately after death.

Plato maintains that souls are perpetual and that they have des-
cended from similar stars. Aristotle (with whom Albert agreed)
does not hold this . . . but rather that souls are caused to be in a
body although some of these (souls) remain after death and others
do not. .. .

Thus when Albert discussed speculative truth as opposed to
practical truth, the proper life of the composite, he attributed
it not to humanity but to some divine element. “ For this
speculation of our intellect (metaphysics) does not exist in that
which is human but in that which exists in us in a certain
divine manner.” *

The fact that pure speculative knowledge exists in man,
therefore, must be attributed to something other than human
nature as such.

.. . Every man by nature desires to know. Since there is no vain
desire, this desire will be for the purpose of inquiring about the
principle inclining to knowable things. As a result this desire will
be the first principle of knowing. . . . But everything which is in
many by reason of one rationality of genus or species existing in
them is in some one principle which is the first cause of all things
in which it exists.?

19 “ Plato dicit animas esse perpetuas et descendisse a comparibus stellis:
et hoc non dicit Aristoteles . . . sed potius causatas in corpore, licet quaedam
sint post mortem manentem, et quaedam non. .. .” Physicorum, 1. VIII, t.
i1, ¢. 8, Vol. III, p. 585.

20 “Haec enim speculatio intellectus nostri non existit in eo quod est
humanus, sed in eo quod ut divinum quodammodo existit in nobis.” Meta-
physicorum, 1. I, t. i, ¢. 1, Vol. VI, p. 2.

21%, ., , Omnes homines natura scire desiderant: et eum non sit vanum
desiderium, erit hoc desiderium ad inquirendum de scibilibus inclinativum
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What Albert did, then, was to base his thought on immortality
on the fact that the soul knows universals which are timeless
and changeless, that such knowledge has to be caused by what
is itself changeless and timeless, and that therefore man’s soul
must be immortal.**

principium, et per consequens erit id desiderium primum sciendi prin-
cipium. . . . Omne quod est in multis per unam rationem generis vel speciei
in illis existens, est in aliquo uno principio quod est prima causa omnium in
quibus existit.” Metephysicorum, 1. I, t. i, c. 4, Vol. VI, p. 8.

22 “ The object of the intellect is universal and despoiled of all relation to
time and change. Only a faculty of the same type could have such an object.
Therefore, since the intellect is above time and change, it and its subject the
rational soul are immortal.” George C. Reilly, The Psychology of Saint Albert
the Great (Washington: Catholic University of America Press, 1934), p. 40.

Albert also used the following proofs for immortality: ‘“Sed intellectus
possibilis quo est omnia intelligibilia fieri, est substantia quaedam separata,
et videtur non corrumpi aliquo modo corporis corruptione. Quod sic demon-
stratione probatur: accipitur enim a praehabitis intellectum esse potentiam
intellectuali forma determinatam ad ens in natura quod est ante corporei-
tatem. Omnis enim potentia qua est aliquid fleri, si debeat esse aliquid in
natura, necesse est quod sit per formam dantem esse illi rei naturali dis-
tincta et determinata. . . . Intellectus autem possibilis est potentia qua est
omnia, fieri secundum intellectum. . . . Cum ergo sit in natura ista potentia,
ipsa forma quae est intellectualitas determinata est et distincta: ergo est
substantia. quaedam separata: quia omne separatum in genere substantiae
habens potentiam et actum in seipso, est substantia: habetur autem per
prachabita, quod ipsa est incorporea ante quantitatem corporis et contrarie-
tatem secundum naturam existens, licet non praecedat ipsum tempore. Inde
arguitur sic: nihil eorum quae secundum naturam sunt praecedentia quaedam
alia, corrumpuntur corruptione eorum quae sequuntur ipsum: intellectus
autem sive anima intellectualis sic se habet ad corpus physicum: ergo im-
possible est corrumpi corporis physici corruptione.” De Anima, 1. I, t. ii, c.
9, Vol. V, p. 165.

“. . . Incorruptionis causa est esse per maturam ante corporeitatem et con-
trarietatem, et quod intellectus est substantia ante utrumque per natura
existens: et ideo habet esse perpetuum et incorruptibile, et aliam vitam
necesge est substantiam istam habere post mortem.” Ibid., 1. II, t. i, c. 8, Vol.
V. p. 205.

The rational powers of the soul work without any corporeal instrument;
because of this they also work on all things in a universal manner. For the
intellect understands all things, and reason reasons, about all things, and
the will is free to convert itself to what it wishes. . . .

But it should be understood that the rational soul is in a body of a man
and is the perfection of it according as he is man. His perfection according
to his humanity does not have a restriction to any part of man, but rather
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Always in Albert’s speculative discussions we find this idea
that man as man is intellect, not the composite. And if this is
so, then it seems that he has no real place for this life. But, as
we have suggested, Albert’s concern for immortality is what
leads him to define man as intellect. And from a strictly
philosophical point of view, this alone is eternal, not the com-
posite. Whenever Albert spoke of man in this life, however,
he admitted, in fact insisted, on his composite nature, except
when he spoke of speculative knowledge, which can be achieved
to some extent already in this life. Speculative knowledge, as
such, is always eternal in Albert’s analysis, no matter where it
1s experienced.

Albert seemed often to combine the Aristotelian notion of
soul with the Platonic.?* He is Aristotelian when talking of
origins of knowledge. He is Platonic when talking of the soul’s
pure contemplation.

... The intellect is separate from all that which is, and has noth-
ing in common, although according to the being which it has from
the conjunction of continuity and time, it is determined to one.

. . . Intellect in itself is separate from sensitive and vegetative
powers. . . .

is in that which freely and universally understands and wills. For this rea-
son man is divided from all others whose genus in nature he shares. It is
precisely insofar as this soul is the perfection of an animate thing that it
comes into the consideration of the mnatural philosopher. . . . And also
[Aristotle] says that “to desire” and “to semse” men shares with other
animals of the same genus., But to be a man as such, he iz only intellect.

28, . . Vires autem rationalis animae operantur sine aliquo corporis in-
strumento, propter quod et circa omnia universaliter operantur. Intellectus
enim de omnibus intelligit, et ratio de omnibus ratiocinatur, et voluntas
libera est convertendi se ad quod voluerit. . . .

“Sed intelligendum est animam rationalem esse in corpore hominis, et esse
perfectionem suam secundum quod est homo: et secundum. quod est hominis
perfectio, non habet affixionem cum hominis aliqua parte, sed potius in eo
quod libere et universaliter intelligit et vult, dividitur ab omnibus aliis cum
quibus in natura generis communicat, et in quantum talis anima perfectio
est animati, venit in considerationem naturalis philosophi. . .. Et etiam dicit
concupiscere et sentire homines cum aliis animalibus communicare secundum
communionem generis: esse tamen hominis in quantum homeo est, solum in-
tellectu est.” Ibid., 1. I, t. i, c. 1, Vol. V, p. 118.

24 See Gtilson, History, pp. 283-89; de Wulf, p. 103.
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Whatever is in intellect is universal. . . . The intellect, however,
according to every mode of its potency is universal, existing al-
ways and everywhere, through the fact that it is determined
neither to the now, nor to this particular thing.2s

Albert’s constant effort in psychology and metaphysics is to
explain speculative knowledge—first, how the world must be
shaped to know it, secondly, how the mind must be conceived
in order to understand the world. The agent and especially the
possible intellect are used to demonstrate how the mind can
know universally. Albert’s discussion of these two powers is
both profound and complex.?® The so-called intellectus
adeptus, the mind actually knowing, is the main basis of
thought on the soul’s immortality since the soul actually know-
ing knows universally and is therefore immortal; a material ob-
ject cannot contain a spiritual reality.

The important aspect of Albert as far as this discussion is
concerned is not the content and adequacy of his physies,
metaphysics, and psychology. Albert, even while stressing the
primacy and autonomy of the speculative order, while acknowl-
edging that the practical order is ordained to the contempla-
tive, still insisted upon the autonomy and independence of man
in this life to develop an adequate human condition. It is in
this light that Albert’s commentaries on the Ethics and Poli-
tics of Aristotle assume significance. Albert believed that there
is a happiness of man qua man. And the happiness of man qua
man is a proper task of this life. The speculative happiness is
divine, beyond man, yet something he should strive for and

25, , . Intellectus . . . separatus est ab omni eo quod est, et nulli nihil
habet commune, quamvis secundum esse quod habet ex conjunctione continui
et temporis sit determinatus ad unum.

“. . . Intellectus secundum se a sensitive et vegetative separatur. . .

“, . . Quidquid est in intellectu, sit universale. . . . Intellectus autem
secundum omnem modum potentiae suae universalis est, ubique et semper
existens, per hoc quod nec ad nunc nec ad haec determinatus est.” Hthicorum,
1. VI, t. ii, e. 17, Vol. VII, p. 429.

26 See Schneider, p. 342 ff. See De Awnima, 1. IIT, t. ii, e, 19, Vol. V., pp.
366-67. Tracts ii and iii of the De Anima are devoted to the intellect.
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which he will eventually attain, but it is not some sort of
earthly city merely reorganized.

In classic Greek philosophy, the objection wus raised by
Solon, as Aristotle relates, that no man could really be judged
happy until his death because of what fortune and injustice
and sickness could do to man in old age. (This story was
originally in Herodotus and its theme taken up again by both
Socrates and Cicero). In commenting on this objection, Al-
bert with Aristotle pointed out that death is not really perfec-
tive of life but its destruction. As a result, there is a kind of
happiness and perfection in this life such as Aristotle described
it. We can call such a life happy, and we do not have to wait
until death to describe such a life as happy. Why? Here Al-
bert, it would seem, put his finger on the heart of the problem.
“We call such men happy as men,” he said, “ to whom does
not belong (by nature) supercelestial and divine beatitude, be-
cause to that state man is not able to arrive by means of
those things which are the property of man as such.” ** Thus,
the virtue and happiness of man as such are found “ neither in
temperance nor fortitude nor justice,” but rather in prudence,
“the perfect virtue of man in so far as he is man.”*® Albert
arrived at this conclusion because he considered this virtue to
be the one which ultimately directed all human acts to the
human good as opposed, but not contrary, to a divine good.

Only prudence, however, contemplates and rules and orders all
things according as they are referred to a human good. Therefore,
this (virtue) alone is the perfect virtue of man in so far as he is
man. . . . It follows of necessity that the operation which is hap-
piness is according to the virtue which is called prudence.*

27 “Tales autem dicimus ut homines quibus non competit supercoelestium
beatitudo et divina: quia ad illam homo non potest attingere ex his quae
hominis sunt.” Ethicorum, 1. I, t. vii, ¢. 15, Vol. VII, p. 120.

28 ““Bt quia nec temperantia nec fortitudo nec justitia perfecta virtus
hominis est, relinquitur quod prudentia est perfecta virtus hominis in quan-
tum homo.” Ibid.

29 “ Sola, autem prudentia omnia contemplatur et regit et ordinat secundum
quod ad humanum bonum referunt. Igitur ipsa sola est perfecta virtus
hominis secundum quod homo est. . . . Sequitur de necessitate quod operatio
quae est felicitas, sit secundum virtutem quae dicitur prudentia.” Ibid.
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This kind of happiness proper to man in this life is quite dis-
tinet from the happiness proper to man’s status as immortal,
a status which derives from man as intellect. (The status of
whole man as resurrected, clearly, will be properly a “ City of
God ”, as Augustine said, but this ought not to be confused
with some perfect ordering of the earthly city in this life.)

According to the Peripatetics also the intellect is separate from the
sensible as the incorruptible from the corruptible, as Aristotle
says. And since happiness belongs to the incorruptible part of the
soul, it seems that death which does not affect the incorruptible
part of the intellect, takes away no happiness from the reason and
intellect, but rather it increases it in so far as it removes the im-
pediments of the moral life which frequently impede the rational
and intellectual operations.?°

Speculative happiness increases with death because the intel-
lect is completely free to view its proper object.

Albert’s description of the proper activity of the separate
soul—an activity, incidently, quite uninspiring in human
terms—showed quite clearly that he placed true happiness of
the speculative life of man not in prudence, the life proper to
man in this life, but in the knowledge open to the speculative
intellect.

. . . The intellectus adeptus is the root of immortality. . . . That
intellect, however, of its very nature is always in contemplation of
the most admirable, most stable, and most pure theoremata to
which it is susceptible and whose proper image it is. In these
things, however, happiness is most complete, as Aristotle says. It
is clear from all these things, however, that the souls which by
virtue and knowledge have seized this understanding have hap-
piness after death.®

30 “ Secundum Peripateticos etiam intellectus separatur a sensibili sicut
incorruptibile a corruptibili, ut dicit Aristotles. Et cum felicitas sit secundum
partem animae incorruptibilem, videtur quod mors quae non afficit incor-
ruptibilitatem intellectus, nullam adimat ratiomi et intellectui felicitatem,
sed potius augeat in quantum removet impedimenta vitae moralis, quae
frequenter impediunt rationis operationes et intellectus.” Ethicorum, 1. I,
t. vii, v. 17, Vol. VII, p. 133.

31 _ . Intellectus adeptus radix est immortalitatis. . . . Ille autem in-
tellectus de sui natura semper est in contemplatione admirabilissimorum,
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The knowledge which the intellect has both in this life and
after death is called wisdom. And this differs from prudence
and polities.

Prudence, therefore, and politics differ in subject matter from wis-
dom in the fact that wisdom is of the most honorable things.
Prudence and politics, however, are not of the most honorable
things but about those things which apply man to human
intercourse.??

Albert thus held with Aristotle that man is not the highest
thing in the universe. “ Prudence, however, is about human
goods and things achievable by us about which we can also
take counsel.” ** Wisdom deals with “ universals; it is theoretic
and architectonic. Those things, however, which are about
singulars are usable and practical.” 3

Prudence, then, is the virtue which deals with human action
because it takes into consideration the changing nature of the
human world. “For prudence is active. Action is about
singular things since it exists in individuals, that is, in circum-
stances surrounding human affairs and operation.” ** Prud-
ence, as opposed to wisdom, “ seems to be about those things
which are proper to man existing only through himself,” . . .
“about those things which are beautiful and just and good
for man per se and not accidentally.”*® Since, however, as

firmissimorum, et purissimorum theorematum, quorum ipse propria imago
est et susceptivum. In his autem felicitas potissima est, ut dicit Aristoteles.
Patet igitur ex omnibus his, quod animae quas virtute et scientia hunc in-
tellectum adeptae sunt, felicitatem habent post mortem.” Ibid.

32 “ Prudentia ergo et politica secundum subjectum different a sapientia
eo quod sapientia honorabilissimorum est: prudentia autem et politica non
honorabilissimorum, sed de his quae conferunt homini ad conversationem
humanam.” Ibid., 1. VI, t. 11, c. 21, Vol. VII, p. 437.

83 “ Prudentia autem: circa humana bona est per nos operabilia, de quibus
etiam est conmsiliari. . . .” Ibid., 1. VI, t. 11, ¢. 22, Vol. VII, p. 439.

3¢ “Quae enim circa universalia est, theorica et architectonica est: quae
vero circa singularia, usualis est et practica.” Ibid., 1. VI, t. iv, c. 1, Vol.
VII, p. 454.

85 “ Prudentia enim activa est: actio autem circa singularia: quia in
singularibus est, hoc est, circumstantiis circumstantibus negotia et opera-
tiones humanas.” Ibid.

86« Prudentia quidem est circa ea quae sunt pulchra et justa et bona homini
per se, non secundum accidens. . . .” Ibid., 1. VI, t. iv, ¢. 1, Vol. VII, p, 454.
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Aristotle said, a man who does not need others is either a beast
or a god, prudence itself cannot be perfective “ without eco-
nomics and the state. . . . Man alone cannot provide for him-
self. But he needs to live politically among citizens in ex-
changes and distributions and to have a home.” ** Man is de-
pendent on the home and the state even to achieve the pruden-
tial good he is capable of.

The private good cannot be disposed of sufficiently except through
economics, nor can the economic good be achieved except through
the civil good. And if without the civil, economics tends to its
proper good, it will not be clear what sort of good is disposed,
nor what will lead to the highest perfection of man.?®

This analysis which provides both for a good of man in this life,
a prudential and political good, and a good in the next life, a
speculative good, necessitated that Albert evolve a theory
which provided for the interrelatedness of each good and its
place in a hierarchy. It is only by keeping the desire for ulti-
mate perfection in the next life free from the equally legitimate
drive for the kind of complete good open to man in this life
that Albert could provide for both facets in man.

The Active and Contemplative Life

Albertus Magnus was quite clear on the fact that “ there is
no perfect sufficiency (for man) except in a combination of all
things pertaining to the city.” *® But what about this suffi-
ciency; how “sufficient” must it be? This is the question
whether the active life which is pursued in the city or

37%, , . Quia perficere non potest sine oeconomica et sine urbanitate, . . .
Homo secundum se solus, conferens sibi providere non potest. Sed oportet
quod inter cives civiliter vivat in commutationibus et distributionibus, et
domesticam casam habeat.” Ibid., 1. VI, t. ii, ¢. 24, Vol. VII, p. 442.

38 “ Bonum ergo privatum non potest disponi sufficienter, nisi per oeconomi-
cum, ne¢ bonum oeconomicum ordinatur nisi per civile: et si sine civili
oeconomica proprio bono intenditur, manifestum non erit qualiter bonum
hoc disponatur, quod ad optimum perfectum hominis perveniat.” Ibid.

89 ¢, Perfecta sufficientia non est nisi in collatione omnium pertinentium
ad civitatem.” Politicorum, 1. 111, ¢. 4, Vol. VIII, p. 231.
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the contemplative life which is philosophical is more to be
chosen. Some people say that “only the active life is the life
of man.” ** Albert’s general way of solving this dilemma in his
Aristotelian commentaries is based upon his contention that
the contemplative life, while it reaches its perfection only
after death, nevertheless can to a certain extent also be
achieved in this life, but this is not possible to many men.

Wherefore, since the highest good of man is the speculative rea-
son or theoretical intellect, the highest which can be achieved ac-
cording to it is simply the highest. And he says “ those who can
achieve it ” because not everyone can achieve the contemplation
of wisdom. For these (latter) they should strive for what they
can achieve in the active life.*

But Albert did not hold that a man in this life can be totally
excluded from the active life no matter how contemplative he
1s. He still remains a man.

Still there is no man who may not have his own activities outside
the common ones and any man may have the vocation of think-
ing and meditating about the highest things. From which it is
clear that the contemplative life is not wholly absolved from ac-
tion. Thus, there can be a happiness of the contemplative as of the
active life.*?

40 %, . , Dicunt enim, quod sola vita activa est vita hominis. . . ” Ibid.,
1, VII, e. 2, Vol. VIII, p. 633.

41“TUnde cum summum hominis sit ratio speculativa sive intellectus theo-
reticus, optima quae potest sortiri secundum illum, illa sint simpliciter op-
tima. Et dicit quae potest sortiri, quia non omnium est sortiri contempla-
tione sapientiae, et illos oportet eligere meliug ad quod possunt pertingere
in activa vita.” Ibid., 1. VII, e. 13, Vol. VIII, p. 722. It will be noted that
this is the exact point wherein the problem of revelation and its relation to
the question of ultimate beatitude for each person of the human species
arises. The clear grasp of this issue is fundamental for any political
philosophy. This is, as Aquinas especially understood (I-II, 91, 4). where
philosophic questions are addressed by revelational questions or statements.
Political philosophy asks in what sort of city can both metaphysical questions
be asked and revelational questions be listened to.

42 “ Adhuc non est homo qui non habeat proprias actiones praeter com-
munes, et quilibet hominum habet vocationem cogitandi et meditandi de illis:
ex quo patet quod contemplativa non est omnino absoluta ab actione: et sic
potest esse felicitas secundum contemplativam sicut secundum activam.”
Ibid., 1. VII, c. 2, Vol. VIII, p. 641. '
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This conclusion brings up the question of the active and con-
templative good which lies at the very heart of political
philosophy.

Albert followed an intellectual path on which he sought to
treat the good proper to man as such, the good of prudence
and politics, as one of the greatest dignity and worth, while,
at the same time, he recognized that man’s ultimate personal
good must lie beyond the order of this life, though not neces-
sarily excluding the whole person. In this light, it is of great
interest to see how Albert defined and explicated the proper
good of man as man.

.. . The good of man is the good which when achieved and not
impeded according to its proper and connatural habitus can act
according to its own and its connatural operations of which it is
master, whether we consider man as he is in himself or according
as he is by nature a civil animal.*®

When Albert followed this line of thought, as was generally
the case in the First Book of the Ethics, he described the
proper good of man as man insofar as he belongs to this
earth—a property Albert considered quite legitimate and nec-
essary. Now this kind of life has a proper good. “ Man, how-
ever, through all things which are proper to man insofar as
he is man is proved to seek some good.” **

When Albert defined what this good is, he did not include
the speculative virtues.

Therefore, if the good of each thing is what each thing desires
by nature, it follows that the good of man insofar as he is man is
that which he both intends and does through all things which
are proper to man. All these things which are proper to man ac-
cording as they are referred to specifically human operations are
art, doctrine, action, and election. The good of man insofar as

43“ ., ., Bonum hominis est bonum cum quo adepto et non impedito, se-
cundum proprium et connaturalem habitum potens est operari proprias et
connaturales operationes, quarum ipse est dominus, sive consideretur ut homo
est in se, sive consideretur prout est animal civile per naturam.” Hthicorum,
1. 1, t, iii. e. 1, Vol. VII, p. 31.

44 “ Homo autem per omnia quae hominis sunt in quantum hono est, aliquod
bonum probatur appetere,” Ibid., 1, I, t. iii, c. 2, Vol, VIII, p. 32.
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he is man, therefore, is what he intends and achieves by art, doc-
trine, action, and election®

Man as such is a composite of body and soul so that “the good
of man is not only the good of the soul but also the good of
the body related to the good of the soul.” ** And for this good,
man, the living composite, simply does not suffice to provide
for all his own needs.*

The effort of man to achieve happiness belongs both to man
as intellect and man as composite and therefore man has “ two
ends . . . one of action, the other of contemplation.” ** These
two ends are related: “. .. it is clear that the happiness opera-
tive in the state is ordained further to contemplative happiness
which is the highest of all goods.” * Yet, this presents a serious
problem. The very nature of the political end seems to be self-
destructive, for “. . . there is nothing in human works which is
not imperfect.” ** Moreover, since no man can possess all the
goods needed for this active happiness, it seems vain to seek for
this good of the city and life on earth.

From the fact that all good things are required for perfection, and
the combination of all good things cannot be in one man, for no
one is a carpenter, a breadmaker, and a shoemaker, it seems that
no one can be perfect. This some strive to prove from the dictum
of Boethius . . . that “ beatitude is the perfect state completed by
the aggregation of all good things.” But there is no man in whom

45 “Si ergo bonum uniuscujusque est quod unumgquodque appetit per
naturam, oportet quod illud bonum hominis sit in quantum homo est, quod
per omnia quae hominis sunt et intendit et operatur. Omnia autem quae
hominis sunt prout ad operationes humanas referatur, sunt ars, doctrina,
actus, et electio.” Ibid.

46, ., Et bonum hominis non est tantum bonum animae sed etiam bonum
corporis ad bonum animae relatum.” Ibid., pp. 32-33.

47 Ibid. See also ibid., 1, I, t, v. ¢. 7, Vol. VII, p. 66.

48““In duplici ergo facie acceptus intellectus, necesse est quod duos fines
habeat: unum scilicet operationum, et alterum contemplationum.” Ibid., 1.
I, t. vi, e. 1, Vol. VII, p. 85.

29 ¢, . . Constat quod felicitas civilis operativa ulterius ordinatur ad feli-
citatem contemplativam quae est ultimum omnium bonerum.” Ibid.
50%, . . Nihil ergo in humanis operibus quod imperfectum non sit.” Ibid.,

1. I, t. vi, e. 2, Vol. VII, p. 87.
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such a perfect state for the aggregation of all good things exists.
Therefore, it seems in vain to seek for a perfection which cannot
come to man.*

Albert answered the problem by pointing out that we must de-
fine the type of goods obtainable by man’s desires:

There is a simple perfection and a perfection according to one’s
status. Simple perfection, however, which simply lacks nothing is
proper only to God. But perfection secundum statum is twofold,
particular and universal. Particular perfection is when without im-
pediment of his office or his art or of his status, a man attains an
ultimate good, after having omitted nothing from all those things
which are ordained to this ultimate good. Thus we call a carpenter
and a doctor perfect. We call that perfection universal to which
nothing is lacking to the end which is simply the end of human
affairs. . . . Beatitude, therefore, so understood is the state or act
perfected by the aggregation of all goods and whose perfection man
is capable of. This very perfection is good and attainable by man.®®

It is in following this discussion that Albert saw the necessity

of always talking about the good proper to man in terms of
social relationships.

The human good, however, in its highest state is not considered
in this that man lives a solitary life for himself alone, but that he
live sufficiently both with parents, and children, and wife. And

51 “ Praeterea, ex quo omnia bona ad perfectionem requiruntur, et omnium
concursus non possit esse in uno: nemo enim est qui sit faber, et panifex,
et coriarius, et sic de aliis similibus: videtur quod nemo possit perfectus esse.
Hoc quidam nituntur persuadere ex dicto Boetii . . . quod beatitudo est
status omnium bonorum aggregatione perfectus. Non est autem homo in quo
talis status sit ex omnium bonorum aggregatione perfectus. Frustra igitur hic
videtur quaerere de perfecto quod homini convenire non potest.” Ibid.

52“Fst snim perfectio simpliciter, et perfectio secundum statum. Per-
fectio autem simpliciter, quod simpliciter nihil desit, non nisi in Deo sit.
Perfectio autem secundum statum dupliciter est, scilicet particulariter, et
universaliter, Particulariter quidem perfectus est, quando sine impedimento
sui officii vel suae artis vel sui status attingit ultimum, nihil omisso de omni-
bus his quae ad ultimum ordinantur: et sic dicimus fabrum perfectum et
medicum perfectum. Wniversaliter autem dicimus, cuil nihil deest ad finem
qui simpliciter ultimus est humanorum. . . . Beatitudo igitur sic intellecta,
status vel actus est omnium bonorum aggregatione perfectus: et hujus per-
fectionis homo perceptibilis est, et ipsa perfectio bonum est operatum ab
homine.” Ibid.



558 JAMES V. SCHALL, S.J.

generally speaking, he should live with friends and citizens for
sufficiency because man by nature is a man that he might live for
himself, and by nature a conjugal and domestic animal that he
may live with parents and children and wife, and by nature man
is a civil animal that he might live with friends and citizens.®

All these elements belong to a humanly sufficient life, but “ the
sufficiency of man is not simple because complete sufficiency
belongs to God alone.” **

Since, however, man needs both types of happiness, con-
templative and active, Albert felt impelled to consider more
carefully the distinction between them. Man does not simply
want to know what happiness is in itself, but he needs to see
it ““in comparison to his own task.”® “. .. We do not seek
happiness except according as it is a good achieved and pos-
sessed by us. This will be manifest if the work of man is taken
according as he is man.” ** Does man like other things have
any proper task which belongs to him alone, or is man by na-
ture an otiosum quid, something that has no specific task?
The interrelatedness of man’s own organs, his intellect, art, all
reveal some final purpose—“it seems therefore there is some
task of man as such.”** Albert then defined this task of man

53 “ Bonum autem humanum in optimo statu quo non comsideratur in hoe
quod vivat sibi soli vitam solitariam, sed quod vivat sufficienter et parentibus
et filiis et uxori: et umiversaliter loquendo, quod vivat amicis et civibus ad
sufficientiam: quia homo et natura homo est, ut sibi vivat: et natura con-
jugale animal et domesticum, ut parentibus et filiis et uxori vivat: et ut
amicis et civibus vivat, natura ecivile animal homo est.” Ibid., 1. 1. t. vi, c.
3, Vol. VII, p. 88.

5¢ “ Sufficientia enim hominis non simpliciter est, quia sufficientia simpliciter
soli Deo convenit.” Ibid.

55, , . Sed in comparatione ad opus nostrum. . . .” Ibid. 1, I, t. vi, ¢. 5,
Vol. VII, p. 89.
56 “, . . Quia nos non quaerimus felicitatem nisi secundum quod operatum et

possessum a nobis bonum est. Hoc autem forte fiet manifestum si sumatur
opus hominis secundum quod homo est.” Ibid.

57, . . Videtur hominis secundum quod homo aliquod opus est.” Ibid.
“. . . Nihil est otiosum vel vanum in natura.” Politicorum, 1. I, e¢. 6, Vol.
VIII, p. 43. “ Quaeramus igitur utrum probabile sit quod tectoris sive

tectonici, hoc est aedificatoris, et coriarii, et aliorum artificum, sunt opera
quaedam et actus proprii, hominis non secundum quod homo ullum sit opus
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according to his powers. He found the highest task of man to
be the task of reason.”® But while the work of reason is proper
to man both in the active and the contemplative life, both as
prudence and as wisdom, the work proper to man in his com-
posite state is prudence and politics.*

In comparing these two lives in the Tenth Book of the
Ethics, Albert based the superiority of the contemplative life
on the somewhat dubious though classical theory of self-suf-
ficiency.

. . . Since the practical intellect refers to particular things in which
human operations exist, the cognition of the practical intellect is
estimative and conciliative. Because of this it does not have a pure
intellectual operation. The speculative intellect, however, is most
divine and not practical. The highest operations of this intellect
will be contemplative happiness. . . .

The wise man, however, existing in speculation according to him-
self alone, can speculate and have perfect felicity. The wiser he
is existing alone in himself, the better he is able to contemplate
(because then he needs neither doctor nor director from the fact
that he is perfect to himself). . . . Likewise, civil happiness itself
is perfect in itself relative to the citizens and is ordered to hap-
piness of the citizen in order that each, having returned to himself,
might intend wisdom.®°

et actus proprius secundum quod homo est, ita quod homo naturaliter sit
otiosum quid secundum naturam, nullum habens opus.” Fthicorum, 1.1, t. vi,
e. 5, Vol. VII, pp. 89-90.

58 %, ., Tunc opus hominis semper est rationis opus . ..” Hthicorum, 1. I,
t. vi, C. 7, Vol. CII, p. 93.

59 See ibid., 1. I, t. vii, c. 15-17, Vol. VII, pp. 129-33.

60 “Et ideo cum intellectus practicus ad particularia referatur in quibus
sunt operationes humanae, cognitio intellectus practici aestimativa est con-
siliativa. Propter quod intellectualem et puram non habet operationem.
Speculativus ergo intellectus divinissimus est et non practicus: et illius op-
tima operatio felicitas erit contemplativa. . . .

. . Sapiens autem in speculatione secundum seipsum solus existens, po-
test speculari, et facultatem habet perfectam: et quanto utique sapientior
est, secundum seipsum solus existens, melius potest speculari. . . . Similiter
et ipsa civilis felicitas perfecta quidem est in seipsa, relata tamen ad cives
ipsos, ad beatitudinem civium ordinatur, ut unusquisque sibiipsi redditus,
intendere possit sapientiae.” Ibid., 1. X, t. ii, e. 2, Vol. VII, pp. 625-26.
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The use of self-sufficiency as a criterion in determining qualita-
tive perfection in both social and speculative philosophy, while
very Greek, must be carefully employed. In the above passage,
Albert, while not as clear as might be desired, did seem to
recognize the limits of the self-perfection criterion. For he used
it only with respect to impediments. The main thing is the
object achieved either by society or speculation, not the mere
fact that the operation to achieve it is unimpeded, and the
main “ objects ” in reality are persons, human or divine.*
Albert’s ultimate analysis of action and contemplation
showed, it seems, that he leaned heavily on his doctrine that
the speculative intellect “totus homo est.”®> “The highest
and most delightful good for man is life according to specula-
tive intellect, for this especially is man.” ® But Albert was,
with Aristotle, quite prepared to admit that such a life is be-
yond man, yet still to be pursued as much as possible, a posi-
tion that will have tremendous ramifications for the relation of
classical, Christian, and modern political philosophy.**

Such a life, however, which is according to speculative operations
is better than man. I call, however, the life of man that which is
according to the operations of man. For man is two men accord-
ing to the intellect, namely that by which he is connected to
God . . . having nothing of the brute in him, and that according
to inquisitive reason according to which he is joined to time and
continuity according to which also man excells the beasts. Ac-
cording to this latter, however, he has nothing that is not human.

61 See James V. Schall, “ The Totality of Society: From Justice to Friend-
ship,” The Thomist (January, 1957), pp. 1-26.

s2¢, | Intellectus totus homo est,” Ibid., 1. X, t. ii, e¢. 3, Vol. VII, p. 628.

63 “ Homini ergo et optimum et delectabilissimum est vita secundum in-
tellectum speculativa: haec enim maxime est homo.” Ibid.

6¢ See James V. Schall, “The Supernatural Destiny of Man,” Modern Age,
(Summer/Fall, 1982), pp. 411-15; ibid., “ Metaphysics, Theology, and Poli-
tical Theory,” Political Science Reviewer, (Fall, 1981), pp. 1-26; ibid.,
“ Revelation, Reason, and Politics: Catholic Reflections on Strauss,” Gre-
gorianum, Roma, (1981), #2, pp. 349-66; #3, pp. 487-98; ibid. * Displacing
Damnation: The Neglect of Hell in Political Theory,” The Thomist, (Janu-
ary, 1980), pp. 27-44; “ McInerny’s St. Thomas Aquinas,” Teaching Political
. Science, (Summer, 1983), pp. 195-98.
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Therefore, to live according to the speculative intellect is above
man. For according to that intellect he does not live according as
he is man, but he lives according as there is something divine in
him. And as such a life differs from the life of the composite which
is mixed with continuity and time, so also differs the operation
which is according to wisdom and intellect from that life which
is according to another virtue. This virtue, however, is prudence
consisting in the electing reason dealing with particular things.

If therefore the intellect is divine when compared to man, it fol-
lows also that the life of the intellect is divine compared to human
life.®s

The happiest man in Albert’s eyes is still the one who devotes
himself to the contemplative life, even in this life. But still in
a secondary sense, a man can be called happy who lives a pru-
dent (ethical and political) life.

Secondarily, however, he is happy who has perfect operations ac-
cording to the other virtue which is the highest of inquisitive rea-
son. This is the moral virtue . . . for according to this are human
operations. . . . Moral virtues, however, to which prudence is
joined are all about the passions. The passions, however, are of
the composite. And the human virtues concern the composite. . . .
Nor does it belong to man, as Hermes Trismagistus says. . . . Such
an operation is not human but divine happiness.®

65 “ Talis autem vita quae secundum operationes speculationis est, melior
est quam vita hominis. Hominis autem dico vitam quae secundum hominis
est operationes. Homo enim duo homines est secundum intellectum, scilicet
secundum quem Deo connexus est (ut dicit Hermes Trismagistus) nihil
brutale habens in seipso: et secundum rationem inquisitam, secundum quam
tempori et (continuo) conjunctus est, secundum quam quidem etiam homo
est excellens bestias. Secundum autem eamdem nihil nisi humanum habet.
Vivere igitur secundum intellectum speculativum supra homines est. Se-
cundum enim illum intellectum non vivit secundum quod homo est, sed vivit
secundum quod aliquid divinum in ipso est. Et quanto differt tale vivere a
vivere compositi quod continuo et tempori commixtum est, tanto differet etiam
operation quae secundum sapientiam et intellectum est, a vivere illo quod
secundum aliam virtutem est. Haec autem virtus est prudentia in ratione
electa consistens, et circa particularia mnegotians.

“8i ergo intellectus divinum est, quando comparatur ad hominem, sequitur
etiam quod intellectus vita sit divina comparata ad vitam humanam.” Ibid.,
p- 627.

66 “ Secondario autem et ille felix est, qui secundum aliam virtutem quae
rationis inquisitivae ultimum est, habet perfectas operatones. Haec autem
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Albert, then, incorporated into his thinking both kinds of hap-
piness, the happiness attainable in this life and the highest
type of life open to man which he thinks to be the contempla-
tive life. (This, it should be recalled, is a philosophical posi-
tion as such, not directly yet dealing with the revelational an-
swer to this question) .

Conclusion

The general significance of Albertus Magnus in political
theory now seems more clear. He represents historically a
trend in Christian thought that eventually was to gain pre-
dominance, at least until the modern problem of Christianity
with political philosophy itself, the present problem of both
political philosophy itself and the relation of Christian revela-
tion to it.*” This trend reacted against the Augustinian tradi-
tion by seeking to show that the individual and political good
of man in this life was a valid and legitimate good, though not
the highest, this in agreement with Augustine. Man exalts
God by most fully accomplishing the tasks of nature, without
confusing nature with God or denying his own personal, in-
dividual transcendent relation to God. Albert sought a theo-
retic balance which attempted to account both for the finite-
ness and limitedness characteristic of this life and for the drive
for personal immortality that is philosophically man’s very
strongest urge and desire, a drive which if not placed in an
adequate intellectual context, including that of revelation, will
destroy the type of order open to man on earth. The origins
of all contemporary ideological political theory lie, intellectual-
ly, here.

virtus moralis est . . . secundum hanc enim sunt operationes humanae. . .
Morales autem virtutes, quibus copulata est prudentia, ommes circa passiones
sunt. Passiones autem compositi sunt. Compositi autem virtutes humanae
sunt. . . . Vita autem et operatio intellectus speculativi a passionibus et
composito separata est. Nec convenit homini, ut dicit Hermes Trismegistus,
nisi secundum maximam aversionem intellectus a corpore. Talis igitur oper-
atio et felicitas, non humana, sed divina est.” Ibid., pp. 628-29.

67 See James V. Schall, Christianity and Politics (Boston: St. Paul Edi-
tions, 1981); Redeeming the Time (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1968).
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Albertus Magnus, too, recognized that there was a priority
in these orders. He did not even suggest that the happiness
available in the temporal city is absolutely perfect. But neither
did he suggest that it is not a worthwhile and normal goal for
man. It is this balance and practicality which characterized
Albert’s endeavor in political philosophy. He did not suggest
that man can attain ultimate happiness without immortality—
which, of course, he cannot. Nor did he suggest that the “im-
mortality ” and sufficiency obtainable by the works, deeds, and
words of the temporal city could replace personal immortality
(or resurrection). On the other hand, by reason of the fact
that immortality is something strictly proper to man in a per-
manent state only in another life, (or if “this life ” only as
transformed by the terms of revelation), Albert was able to
distinguish goals proper to this life which did not substitute
for immortality properly so-called. Politics and economics and
prudence could now be politics and economics and prudence.
They do not have to be metaphysics and theology, as they
became in systems which do not recognize this very important
distinction between the earthly immortality Hannah Arendt so
well described in The Human Condition and the personal im-
mortality beyond this life, though still directly related to the
singular being beginning existence in this life.

If a shortcoming in Albert’s analysis arises, it would appear
to be primarily in the fact that he is too ready to make the
contemplative life which can be had in this life simply equiva-
lent to the contemplative life in the next. As a result, he will
talk as if contemplation of “theoremata” fully interested a
human being in some absolute sense. Yet, speaking as a phi-
losopher, this was probably as far as he could go. Along with
this, he spoke too uncritically of the self-sufficiency of con-
templation and did not appear to make a place for others in
his theoretical order—though many of his discussions of friend-
ship in this life were quite remarkable. However, his insistence
that the proper object of speculation was God meant ultimate-
ly that he was not concerned merely with abstractions.
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Albert did see the necessity of communal life on earth, yet
his tendency was to minimize this aspect insofar as it was
relevant to the contemplative order. Thus, Albert had main-
tained in his commentaries that the speculative order was the
highest because of the “theoremata ” that the intellect con-
templated. This position, even though it may only be an ex-
pansion of Albert’s view of Aristotle, still seemed to jeopardize
the primacy of other persons both divine and human in the
hierarchy of the contemplative as well as of the practical order.
In this respect, Augustine’s City of God was not open to the
temptation of making the realities of the contemplative order
abstractions rather than persons. However, since Albert here
was primarily commenting on Aristotle, his analysis again em-
phasized the point at which revelation is directed to Aristotle,
to the philosopher. Christian philosophy can only arise when
we already have the questions asked which Aristotle posed,
the questions reposed so well philosophically by Albertus
Magnus.

The outstanding significance, much neglected, of Albert re-
mains. He was the first great Christian thinker to realize the
relationship between immortality and the proper life of man
on earth in a context which gave adequate place to this, the
political life and to the next. Albert, in other words, realized the
wonderful paradox that the human and political life, to remain
human and political, somehow must recognize the place of the
contemplative order, that politics without metaphysics and
theology, in its own fashion, becomes itself a metaphysics and
a theology, becomes an attempt to create ““ what is ”, but by
criteria other than the “ what is” of primary being. It is for
this reason, as Albert saw, that the Christian emphasis on im-
mortality, as seen through the doctrine of resurrection as par-
ticularly addressed to philosophy, is the real basis of political
theory, because, at the same time, it accounts for the unique-
ness of the individual person, his concreteness, and insists that
politics can only achieve a limited goal in this life.

Ultimately, immortality after death is not “ political ” in
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the normal sense of that term, however much it may have to
do with friendship, contemplation, and the encounter with ulti-
mate being. The “ moderation ” that Professor Leo Strauss
looked for in classical theory, in the end, is only guaranteed
when we also account for medieval philosophy and political
philosophy. Albertus Magnus, along with Thomas Aquinas,
remains our primary guide here, even for contemporary poli-
tical philosophy.
James V. ScHALL, SJ.

Georgetown University
Washington, D.C,



AQUINAS AND JANSSENS ON THE
MORAL MEANING OF HUMAN ACTS

[ ]

URING THE 1970s the eminent Louvain moral theo-
logian, Louis Janssens, published two lengthy and
very influential articles analyzing the moral meaning

of human acts: “ Ontic Evil and Moral Evil ”* and “ Norms
and Priorities in a Love Ethic.” ? In both these essays, but par-
ticularly in the first, Janssens argued that his own position,
which he explicitly identified with that developed by Peter
Knauer, Josef Fuchs, Richard McCormick, and Bruno
Schiiller,* was supported by and grounded in the thought of St.
Thomas Aquinas on the structure and moral meaning of human
acts. In 1982 Janssens published an essay called “ St. Thomas
Aquinas and the Question of Proportionality.” * In this essay,
too, Janssens maintained that Aquinas endorsed the view that
has come to be known as proportionalism, namely, that one can
rightly intend to do * ontic ” or “ pre-moral ” evil for a propor-
tionately greater or higher “ontic” or * premoral” good.
Commenting on this third essay, Richard McCormick noted
that in it Janssens made it “ utterly clear . . . how traditional
is the notion of proportionality.” ®

The principal purpose of this paper is to examine Janssens’
claim that the teaching of St. Thomas supports proportionalism

1 Louvain Studies 4.2 (Fall, 1972), 115-156; reprinted in Readings in Moral
Theology, No. 1, Norms and the Catholic Tradition, ed. Charles E. Curran
and Richard A, McCormick, S.J. (New York: Paulist Press, 1979), pp. 40-93;
hereafter referred to as OE, with references to the essay as it appeared in
Louvain Studies.

2 Louvein Studies 6.3 (Spring, 1977), 207-238; hereafter referred to as NP,

3 NP, 237-238.

4 Louvain Studies 9.1 (Spring, 1982) 26-46; hereafter referred to as QP.

5 Richard A. McCormick, S.J., “ Notes on Moral Theology: 1983,” Theologi-
cal Studies 45.1 (March 1984), 92.

566



AQUINAS AND JANSSENS ON THE HUMAN ACTS 567

and to provide a critique of his interpretation of St. Thomas.
I believe that in his 1982 essay Janssens was more faithful to
the thought of St. Thomas than he was in his earlier papers.
Although he did not himself call attention to it, in his 1982
essay Janssens offered significant correctives to his earlier
analyses of Aquinas, without, however, abandoning his own
position and, indeed, once more insisting that Aquinas accepted
proportionalism.

Since Janssens claims that his own normative position is sup-
ported by St. Thomas, 1 will, in the first part of this paper,
provide a summary of Janssens’ own views on the morality of
human acts and nature of moral norms so that this position
can be clearly understood. In the second part I will present
Janssens’ interpretation of Aquinas in his 1972 and 1977
articles and show why this interpretation is quite inaccurate.
In the third part I will call attention to what I believe are
significant corrections made by Janssens of his own analysis of
St. Thomas in his 1982 paper. But in this part I will also show
that in this third essay Janssens persists in attributing propor-
tionalism to Aquinas and that his doing so is erroneous and in-
consistent with the view of St. Thomas as presented by
Janssens in this essay. A brief conclusion will then be given.

1. Janssens’ Understanding of the Moral Meaning of Human
Acts and of Moral Norms

According to Janssens ontic evil, also called “premoral dis-
value,” ¢ is “ any lack of fulfillment which frustrates our natu-
ral urges and makes us suffer.” ? Examples of ontic evil are
“hunger and thirst, pain and suffering, illness and death,
neuroses and psychoses, ignorance, error, violence, segregation,
ete.” ® The opposite of ontic evil is ontic good, illustrated by
“life, bodily or psychic health, pleasure and joy, friendliness,

6 Janssens uses the expression “ontic evil” in OE, while in NP he uses
the phrase “ premoral disvalue.”

70E, 134.

s NP, 211.
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the cultural values of science, technique, art, ete.” ®° Ontic evil,
which is a natural consequences of our limitation, is implicated
in everything we do. This leads to an inevitable ambiguity in
all human action, because every choice, even morally good
choices, necessarily sacrifices some good and thus involves
ontic evil.*®

Given the inevitable presence of ontic evil in everything we
do and the ambiguity in every choice, it follows that human
action would be impossible were we morally obligated to avoid
all ontic evil or premoral disvalue. Thus the question arises,
“when and to what extent are we justified in causing or allow-
ing ontic evil? ” ** In answering this question Janssens first in-
sists that we should never will ontic evil for its own sake. An
action is always immoral when ontic evil is the end of the inner
act of the will, “if by end is meant that which definitely and
in the full sense of the word puts an end to the activity of the
subject.” ** The reason why this is so is that ontic evil, when
willed in and for itself, “ makes the end of the acting subject
into an immoral end, which, as formal element, contaminates
the totality of the action with its malice.” ** Here we have one
of the cardinal claims of Janssens concerning the moral mean-
ing of human action. The end of the inner act of the will, i.e.,
the end the agent has in view in acting, the end for whose sake
the action is ultimately undertaken, is the formal determinant
of the morality of the action as a whole: if the end of the inner
act of the will is evil, then the entire act will be evil; if this end
is good, then its goodness will be communicated to the entire
act and the entire act will be morally good.**

In emphasizing that the end the agent has in view is the
formal element determining the morality of human action, how-
ever, Janssens is not proposing a merely subjective criterion,

9 NP, 210.
10 OF, 134; NP, 212.
11 OF, 139.
12 OF, 141,
13 OF, 142.
14 OF, 142.
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nor is he inattentive to the concrete act that the agent wills
in order to achieve the end he has in view. First of all, for an
action to be morally good, the end intended by the agent must
be something truly good, not merely apparently so. Moreover,
in addition to an objectively good end that the agent must in-
tend as the final terminus of his action, it is also necessary that
the means chosen to attain this end, that is, the external act,
must be in due proportion to that end. If the means or ex-
ternal act, what Janssens calls the material element of the
human act, is not adequately proportioned to the end, then the
action will be, as a whole, morally bad. And the means is not
in due proportion to the end if it contradicts the end the agent
intends. Obviously one can judge whether or not the external
act or means is proportionate only by relating it to the end.
Thus no moral judgment of the moral goodness or badness of
the external act can be made without taking into account the
end toward which it is ordered.*

This does not, however, require that the means chosen by
the agent—which, for Janssens, is the external act considered
as a material event in the physical world **—must be ontically
good. The means may indeed involve ontic evil, and the evil
entailed may be rightfully intended by the agent if willing and
intending this evil can be justified by a proportionately higher
or greater ontic good. Thus Janssens writes: “it can be right
to intend an ontic evil as end of the inner act of the will, if that
end is not willed as a final end, but only as a fiinis medius et
prowimus to a higher end.” ** And again: “ an action admitting
or causing a premoral disvalue is morally right when it serves
a higher premoral value or safeguards the priority given to a
lesser premoral disvalue.” *®

Because the means chosen by the agent can include an ontic

15 OE, 142, 148-149.

16 OF, 142, 148-149; NP 210, 216, 231, 232-233.

17 O, 141.

18 NP, 217. Cf. NP, 231: “ Even when the material content of an action in-
volves a premoral disvalue, the whole action can be morally right, when we
have a proportionate reason for admitting or causing the premoral disvalue.”
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evil willed and intended by the agent as a proximate end to a
proportionately greater ontic good intended by the agent as
a final end, Janssens insists that “it is impossible to pronounce
a judgment on an exterior action which contains ontic evil—
e.g., to kill somebody, to utter a falsehood—if this action is
viewed only as a factual and actual event (secundum speciem
naturae) and without paying attention to the end of the inner
act of the will,” that is, to the end that definitively terminates
the action undertaken by the subject.*®

This analysis of the meaning and structure of human action
and of the interrelationship between ontic and moral evil with-
in human action leads Janssens to conclude that our basic
moral obligation is to promote and realize ontic goods or pre-
moral values as much as possible.?® In conflict situations, i.e.,
in situations where premoral values are unavoidably connected
with premoral disvalues, our moral obligation is “to choose
the alternative which indicates our preference for the lesser
premoral disvalue or for the higher premoral value.” *

In addition to providing this basic moral norm, Janssens dis-
tinguishes between formal norms and concrete, material norms.
The former, which are expressed in morally evaluative lan-
guage or in virtue (vice) language, assert what our moral dis-
positions ought to be or not to be (e.g., one ought to act justly,
chastely, ete., and one ought not to act unjustly, unchastely,

19 OE, 148, Cf. NP, 231: “It is impossible to make a moral judgment
about the material content of an action without considering the whole act:
material content (actus ewternus, what is done), the situation or, classically,
the circumstances and the foreseeable consequences. A judgment about moral
rightness or wrongness is only possible with respect to that totality, because
only concerning that whole is it possible to argue whether or not it expresses
the priority of the lesser premoral disvalue or the higher premoral value.”

20 NP, 213.

21 NP, 214. This normative proposal obviously assumes that ontic goods or
premoral values can be arranged in a hierarchy that is objectively valid.
Janssens himself recognizes this. However, in NP, 229-230, where he explicitly
raises this issue, he does not even try to show how the ontic goods are to be
arranged in an objective hierarchical order. He simply asserts that the
studies of humanist psychologists like Abraham H. Maslow can be very
helpful,
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etc.) Such formal norms are absolute in character and have no
exceptions. However, they do not determine the concrete con-
tent of our actions, i.e., they do not specify the concrete ac-
tions one must do in order to be just, chaste, etc., nor do they
specify the concrete actions one must avoid in order not to be
unjust, unchaste, etc.*

Concrete, material norms have both a descriptive and a
normative function. Unlike formal norms using evaluative lan-
guage (e.g., to murder), concrete, material norms use only de-
scriptive terms (e.g., to kill). However, even though these
norms are couched in morally neutral and merely descriptive
terms, they embody a normative judgment * with respect to
a. series of actions described in this way . . . according as the
material content (what is done) involves or causes premoral
values or dis-values. The concrete material norm prescribes
actions realizing premoral values; it forbids those which con-
tain premoral evil.” **

Norms of this kind are relative. They are binding for the
most part, but in principle they admit of exceptions. Janssens
puts the matter this way: “ an action admitting or causing a
premoral disvalue is morally right when it serves a higher pre-
moral value or safeguards the priority given to a lesser pre-
moral disvalue. . . . In other words, we can have a proportion-
ate reason to depart from the norm. Consequently concrete
material norms are relative in the sense of conditioned. They
are not binding, if there is a proportionate reason why the case
at issue is not governed by them.” **

Janssens acknowledges that some concrete material norms,
for instance, the norm proscribing rape or the violent imposi-
tion of oneself on another in genital sex, are “ practically or
virtuously (sic) exceptionless.” Nonetheless, even concrete ac-
tions proscribed by norms of this kind, for instance rape, would
be morally justifiable if there is some premoral value or ontic

22 NP, 207-209.
23 NP, 216.
2¢ NP, 217.
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good sufliciently great to serve as a proportionate reason for
willing a concrete material act involving such ontic evil.?®

The foregoing account is, I believe, a fair and accurate sum-
mary of Janssens’ views on the moral meaning of human acts
and of moral norms. His claim is that these views are found
in St. Thomas; this claim will now be examined.

2. Janssens’ Interpretation of St. Thomas in *“ Ontic Evil ”
and “ Norins and Priorities”

Here I will first summarize Janssens’ very lengthy analysis
of St. Thomas in his “ Ontic Evil and Moral Evil ” and then
comment critically on the analysis he provides in this centrally
important paper. Since much that he says in this essay is re-
peated in “ Norms and Priorities,” in the discussion of the
latter essay attention will focus on a key passage from St.
Thomas, not considered in “ Ontic Evil,” that, Janssens claims
in “ Norms and Priorities,” clearly shows the acceptance by
Aquinas of the proposal that one can rightly intend ontic evil
if willing such evil is justified by a proportionately greater
good.

A.1. Janssens’ Analysis of Aquinas in “ Ontic Evil

At the beginning of this essay Janssens calls attention to two
schools of thought in the Middle Ages concerning the structure
and morality of human acts. The first, which was championed
by Peter Lombard and subsequent theologians influenced by
him, stressed the importance of the object of the act of choice
in determining the morality of human action and held that an
object could be morally evaluated “ by itself (in se), without
reference to the agent.” *® The other, which had been suggested

25 NP, 217-218.

26 OE, 115. Theo Belmans, in his analysis of St. Thomas and critique of
Janssens, pertinently observes that rather than saying “ without reference to
the agent” it “would be more precise to say, ¢ without reference to the con-
tingent end held in view by the agent and motivating his choice.”” See his
Le Sens Objectif de 'Agir Humain: Pour Relire la Morale Conjugale de Saint
Thomas, Studi Tomistici 8 (Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticans, 1980),
p. 360, n. 140.
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by Anselm of Canterbury and developed by Abelard, empha-
sized the role the human subject plays in giving moral meaning
to his actions by ordering them to an end. It was this second
point of view, Janssens maintains, that was adopted by
Aquinas and systematically articulated by him.*’

In Abelard’s thought, as Janssens notes, our external actions
are in themselves morally indifferent and become morally good
or bad by reason of the intention from which they proceed.*®
And, Janssens continues, “ without any doubt Thomas thinks
along these lines.” *

Why is this so? This is so, Janssens says, because for St.
Thomas the formal determinant of the morality of human ac-
tion is the end of the inner act of the will of the agent: Finis
enim dat speciem in moralibus®® And by end Janssens means
(and says St. Thomas means) the end that the agent has in
mind in choosing a particular means (external action) , i.e., the
end for whose sake the agent is acting and for whose realiza-
tion the means are chosen and willed.®* It is this end, the end
of the interior act of the will for whose sake the means are
chosen, that “is the determining and decisive factor” in
human action.** Obviously, if this end is bad, the entire human
act is morally vitiated.*

27 OF, 115.

28 OB, 123, n. 39. Here Janssens cites a passage from Abelard’s Dialogus
inter philosophum, Judaeum et Christianum (PL 178.1611-1684, at 1652B):
“Quaedam etenim bona aut mala ex seipsis proprie et quasi substantialiter
dicuntur, utpote virtutes vel vitia: quaedam vero per accidens et per aliud,
veluti operum nostrorum actiones, cum in se sint indifferentes, ex intentione
tamen ex qua procedunt bonae dicuntur vel maloe. Unde et saepe cum idem
a diversis agitur vel ab eodem in diversis temporibus, pro diversitate tamen
intentionum, idem opus bonum dicitur atque malum.” Emphasis mine. For
an appraisal of Abelard challenging that of Janssens, cf. Belmans, Le Sens,
pp. 19-35, especially pp. 20-25.

29 OF, 123, n. 39.

30 This is a constant refrain in Janssens essay. Cf. OE, 119, 120-121, 123,
124, 126, 142, with references to Summa Theologiae (hereafter ST), 1-2, 1
int.; 1, 3 and ad 2; 8, 2; 18, 6; 20, 1, ad 3; 2-2, 43, 3.

31 OF, 151: “Something becomes an end insofar as the subject aims at it.”

s2 OF, 121.

33 OE, 125, citing ST 1-2, 19, 3, ad 2 and 19, 7, ad 2.
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However, as Janssens notes, a concrete human act, in addi-
tion to including an inner act of the will and its end, also in-
cludes “ an exterior event (actus externus).”** How are the
exterior act or exterior event and the inner act of the will in-
terrelated, and how is the morality of the exterior act to be
evaluated?

In answering the first of these questions Janssens stresses
that for St. Thomas the external act and inner act of the will,
although distinct, are integral parts of one unified human act,
and the act is given unity by the end of the inner act of the
agent’s will. External act and inner act of the will are related
as matter to form. Thus “ the end which is the proper object
of the inner act of the will is the formal element; the exterior
act, as means to this end, is the material element of the very
same human act. . . . And, as the forma determines the specific
being of a reality, so the end of the interior act of the will speci-
fies the concrete totality of the human act.” * '

Precisely because the end of the inner act of the will, i.e., the
final end for whose sake the action is undertaken, is the formal
element specifying the whole human act, Janssens maintains
that in the thought of St. Thomas it is simply impossible to
make a judgment about the morality of the external act with-
out relating that act to the end of the inner of the will. Thus
Janssens writes:

For this reason [namely, that the end of the inner act of the will
is the formal element whereas the exterior act is the material ele-
ment] he [Thomas] reacts sharply against those who are of the
opinion that the material event of an act can be evaluated morally
without consideration of the subject of the inner act of the will or of
the end. As he sees it, an exterior action considered as nothing
but the material event (secundum speciem naturae) is an abstrac-
tion to which a moral evaluation cannot be applied. This object-
event becomes a concrete hAuman act only insofar as it is directed
towards an end within the inner act of the will. Only this con-

s4 OF, 120,
35 OF, 120-121, commenting on ST 1-2, 17, 4 and referring as well to ST
1-2, 8,2 and 1-2, 1, 3 ad 2.
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crete totality has a moral meaning. It is the end of the inner act
of the will which specifies the malice or the goodness of the act.?®

Janssens acknowledges that according to St. Thomas the ex-
ternal act is specified by its object.*” But he denies that this
means that the exterior act can be judged morally good or bad
without reference to the end of the inner act of the will, pre-
cisely because the end of the inner act of the will is always the
formal element while the exterior act with its object is the ma-
terial element of human action.*® It thus remains true that the
end of the inner act of the will is the formal determinant of the
morality of the whole human act. If this end is bad, as we
have seen, the entire act will be morally wicked. And if this
end is good, then “ the entire action is necessarily good . . . if it
concerns a real intentio finis which involves the effective will to
realize an end for its own sake and also as reason and cause of
the action.” *®

Although the end of the inner act of the will is the formal
and specifying factor whereas the exterior act is the matter
given specification by this end, it does not follow, Janssens in-
sists, that for Thomas any exterior act can be rightly used as a
means to a good end of the subject. Although exterior acts, as
material events, cannot be the subject of moral evaluation until
they are related to the end that the agent has in view in choos-
ing them as means, there is nonetheless the need for these ex-
terior acts to be properly proportioned to the end that the
agent intends, and only if they are can they be apt matter for
morally good acts. If the exterior act is not proportionate to
the agent’s end—and 1t is not if there is some contradiction be-
tween the external act and the end—then the exterior act is not
fit matter for the whole human act and this whole act will be
morally wrong. But, Janssens insists, Thomas teaches that one
can determine the proportion of the exterior act to the end

36 OE, 123, with reference to ST 1-2, 1, 3, ad 2.

87 OF, 124, referring to ST 1-2, 18, 2,4,5,6,7,8; 20, 1,2,3.
38 OE 124, referring to ST 1-2, 18, 6 and ad 2, ‘

39 OE, 126,
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only by relating the exterior act to the end. It is impossible
to judge whether exterior acts are, of themselves, proportionate
or not to some end of the agent, i.e., whether they are fit mat-
ter for morally good human acts.*

The exterior act or means chosen, then, must be propor-
tioned to the good end of the agent if the whole human act is
to be morally right. Only when it is proportioned in this way
can the formal element, the end, communicate its moral good-
ness to the material element of the whole human act, the ex-
terior act or means.** And so long as the exterior act is propor-
tioned to a good end of the agent, it can be formed by the
goodness of the end even if the exterior act involves evil or
premoral disvalue. Janssens believes that this is clearly the
position taken by St. Thomas, and that it is illustrated by his
teaching on justifiable kinds of killing.

In killing in self defense, “ killing my assailant,” which is an
ontic evil, “ does not exceed the bounds of what I must use as
a means to my end,” namely, the preservation of my own
life.** In defending himself, the agent cannot, Thomas teaches,
intend the death of the assailant as an end,*® but his death can,
in Janssens’ understanding of Aquinas, be properly intended as
a proportionate means that one can choose to protect the good
of one’s own life, which serves as the end or formal element in
the act of self-defense.** Since killing and the death it causes
are ontic evils or premoral disvalues, it follows that in his
teaching on self-defense St. Thomas is saying that one can
choose an ontic evil or will it as a means to a proportionately
greater ontic good.

Similarly, ontic evil is willed and even intended in the kill-
ing of a criminal by one who has public authority. Although St.
Thomas taught that a private individual could not intend the

0 OF, 126-128, with reference to ST 1-2, 4, 4; 18, 5, ad 3; 18, 4 and ad 2.
41 OF, 129.

42 QE, 133, with reference to ST 2-2, 64, 7.

43 OF, 139-140, with reference again to ST 2-2, 64, 7.

4 OE, 133, 139-140,






























































































































































































































































































































































































































