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MONG THE MANY works associated with Thomas
Aquinas stand both the Office and Mass for the Feast
of Corpus Christi.* The earliest witness to this associa-

tion comes from two of Thomas’s Dominican brothers and
younger contemporaries, Tolomeo of Lucca and William of Tocco.
Around 1317 Tolomeo wrote in his Historia Ecclesiastica:
“Thomas composed [the Corpus Christi Office] in full, includ-
ing the lessons and all the parts to be recited by day or night;
the Mass, too, and whatever has to be sung on the day.” * Wil-
liam, in his Historia beatt Thomae completed around 1320, lists
the liturgy of Corpus Christi among Thomas’s works and in-
forms us that Thomas wrote the liturgy “ at the request of Pope
Urban [IV].” 3

It is known that on August 11, 1264, Urban, in the bull
Transiturus, declared that the Feast of Corpus Christi was to be
celebrated throughout Christendom according to a “ new,
Roman,” liturgy.* Thomas had returned from Paris to Italy, his

1 This does not mean that Thomas created the liturgy for the feast de novo.
Rather it means that Thomas selected and combined older elements from the
Scriptures, the Fathers, and existing liturgies, only venturing to write from
scratch those hymns and prayers necessary for expressing the theological and
devotional views central to the Feast of Corpus Christi. In other words,
Thomas wrote or pieced together texts “ proper ” to the feast and united them
with the “ordinary ” texts of the Mass and Office.

2 James A. Weisheipl, Friar Thomas d’Aquino: His Life, Thought and
Works (Washington, D.C., 1974), p. 177.

8 Ibid., pp. 132, 177.

4 Ibid, pp. 179, 183. For a partial translation of the bull Transiturus see
also Darwell Stone, 4 History of the Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist

(London, 1909), vol. 1, 344-46.
This “new, Roman” liturgy promulgated by Urban IV was, indeed, a new
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homeland, five years before the bull was published. Furthermore,
by 1264 he had developed a “ warm friendship” with Urban,
whom we know to have commissioned Thomas to write several
works between 1261 and 1265.° These facts have led most
scholars since the early fourteenth century to conclude that
Urban’s “ new ” liturgy was the work of Thomas.®

In recent years, however, Cyrille Lambot has questioned
whether Thomas wrote or compiled the liturgy promulgated by
Urban. He has noted that Reginald of Piperno, Thomas’s
amanuensis and companion from 1259 to 1274, did not include
the liturgy for Corpus Christi in his list of Thomas’s works.
Moreover, the Dominican Order, like most Orders and dioceses,
did not adopt Urban’s liturgy for the Feast of Corpus Christi
until 1317, when John XXII required its use throughout West-
ern Christendom.” If Thomas had written the liturgy, argues

liturgy composed for the celebration of Corpus Christi. Around 1246 a cer-
tain John, a religious of Mont-Cornillon, had compiled a liturgy for the
“ Body of the Lord ” that was in place throughout the diocese of Liége. Being
so impressed by the solemnities of the Liége eucharistic celebration, Hugh of
Saint-Cher, a Dominican and the cardinal legate of Germany, declared in
1252 that the feast of Corpus Christi was to be celebrated throughout the
territory under his leadership. Jacques Pantaléon, the future Urban 1V, knew
the solemnities of Liége from his time as the city’s archdeacon. It seems that
upon his election as Pope, Urban was urged by many people to establish the
Feast throughout Christendom. Eventually he did this with the publication of
the bull Transiturus. For more details, see Weisheipl, Friar Thomas &’ Aquino,
pp. 178-79,

5 Weisheipl, Friar Thomas d’Aquino, p. 147.

6 The liturgy for the Feast of Corpus Christi that is associated with Thomas
is not identical with the one currently used in both the Roman rite and Domini-
can rite. The modern texts for the Feast reflect the liturgical reforms that
have occurred since Thomas’s day. Notwithstanding these reforms, the Mass
for the Feast (Cibavit eos), which includes Laudae Sion, has for the most
part remained intact. However, the Office for the Feast has endured several
changes, particularly in its night Office of Matins. For more details, see
Weisheipl, Friar Thomas &’ Aquino, pp. 177-78, 180-81.

7 Because Urban IV died very soon after he promulgated Transiturus, his
effort to establish a new liturgy for Corpus Christi throughout Western Chris-
tendom lost momentum and his bull was disregarded. Clement V (1305-1314)
sought to have Urban’s bull and all the laws of the Church that had been
enacted since Gregory IX, and that had not yet been codified, collected into a
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Lambot, certainly the Dominicans would have adopted it imme-
diately instead of waiting fifty-four years after the bull Transi-
turus was promulgated.®

Admitting these facts, James A. Weisheipl does not believe
that Lambot’s arguments against Thomas’s authorship are con-
clusive.® Although it is not my purpose to rehearse the debate
between these scholars, I would like to consider one piece of
evidence that Weisheipl believes suggests Thomas’s authorship.
In his biography of the Angelic Doctor, Weisheipl writes, ¢ The
sequence Lauda Sion in the Mass [for Corpus Christi] is remark-
able not only for its poetry, but also for its theological content;
the individual stanzas can easily be aligned with the Eucharistic
teaching of Thomas as found in the third part of his Summa
theologiae.”” * 1In this paper I will examine whether the Eucha-
ristic thought in Lauda Ston parallels that in the Swumma*

I

Like all medieval sequences, Lauda Sion appears in conjunc-

single Constitution. Before the project was completed, death visited Clement.
However, his successor, John XXII, completed the project and in 1317 pro-
mulgated the Constitution, which included Urban’s Transiturus. See Weisheipl,
Friar Thomas d’Aquino, p. 183.

8 See Cyrille Lambot, “ L’office de la Féte-Dieu. Apercus nouveaux sur ses
origines,” Revue bénédictine 54 (1942), 61-123. See also Cyrille Lambot and
1. Fransen, L'office de la Féte-Dieu primitive: Textes et mélodies restrovés
(Maredsous, 1946).

9 Ibid., p. 183. For a similar opinion see William R. Bonniwell, A4 History
of the Dowunican Liturgy 1215-1945 (New York, 1945), 241, especially note
44.

10 Weisheipl, Friar Thomas &’ Aquino, pp. 180-81.

11 For discussion of Thomas’s theology and other liturgical items in the
Office and Mass for the Feast of Corpus Christi, see the following works:
William R. Crockett, Eucharist: Symbol of Transformation (New York,
1989), pp. 115-16; Pierre-Marie Gy, “ L’office du Corpus Christi et la théo-
logie des accidents eucharistiques,” Revue des sciences philosophigues et théo-
logiques 66 (1982), 81-86; id., “L’office du Corpus Christi et S. Thomas
d’Aquin, Etat d'une recherche,” Revue des sciences philosophiques et théo-
logigues 64 (1980), 491-507; and W. D. Loring, “ Altar and Throne: A Study
of Eucharistic Theology and the Vision of God in St. Thomas Aquinas,”
Anglican Theological Review 52 (1970), 97-102.
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tion with the Alleluia of the Mass.*? Unlike the some 4,500 se-
quences written in the Middle Ages that the Council of Trent
(1545-63) banned from the Catholic liturgy, Louda Sion was
one of four sequences that survived the liturgical reforms.*® Per-
haps the Council did not abolish Laouda Sion because it believed
that the revered St. Thomas had written the work. This, plus
the fact that Loudae Ston is a *‘ sublime didactic poem on the Holy
Eucharist,” ** almost certainly kept the Council from casting it
aside.

Lauda Ston has twelve stanzas. Stanzas 1 through 9 have six
lines each, stanzas 10 and 11 have eight lines each, and the last
stanza has ten.'® (See the sequence with English translation ap-

12 The sequence is not an easily defined composition. Indeed, musicologists
are divided over its origin and early development. By Thomas’s time it was
basically a hymn-like Latin sacred poem, with regular patterns of both meter
and rhyme, set to a preexistent melody. This melody was most often derived
from an untexted portion of the Alleluia chant sung at Mass. For more in-
formation on the medieval sequence see Richard H. Hoppin, Medieval Music
(New York, 1978), pp. 154-71 and Willi Apel, Gregorian Chant (Blooming-
ton, 1958), pp. 442-64.

18 Most of the medieval sequences that are extant can be found in vols. 7-10,
24, 37, 39, 40, 42, 44, 53-55 of Analecta Hymnica Medii Aevi, 55 vols, (Leipzig,
1886-1922; reprinted, New York and London, 1961).

The three sequences besides Lauda Sion not abolished by the Council are:
(1) Victimae paschali laudes (by Wipo Burgundy, d. c. 1048) for Easter; (2)
Veni sancte Spiritus (variously ascribed to King Robert the Pious, d. 1031;
Innocent IIT, d. 1216; and to Stephen Langton, archbishop of Canterbury, d.
1228) for Pentecost; and (3) Dies irae (attributed to Thomas a Celano, d.
¢. 1250) for the Mass for the Dead. In 1727 a fifth sequence was adopted for
liturgical use, Stabat Maier (the text variously ascribed to Jacopone da Todi,
d. 1306; Innocent II1; St. Bonaventura, d. 1274; et la.) for the Feast of the
Seven Dolours; see Apel, Gregorian Chant, p. 463.

1¢ Joseph A. Jungmann, S. J., Missarum Sollemwia, 2 vols. 1948; English
translation The Mass of the Rowman Rite: Its Origins and Development, 2
vols, (New York, 1951-55; repr. Westminster, 1986), vol. 1, p. 438.

15 Louda Sion is an exact metrical copy of Adam of St. Victor’s sequence
Louda crucis attollamus. It is clear that whoever wrote Lauda Sion used
Adam’s sequence as a model. For a discussion of the rhyme and meter of
Louda crucis and Loudae Sion see Joseph Connelly, Hymns of the Roman
Liturgy (London, 1957), p. 125. With the exception of two lines (which are
found elsewhere), Laudae Sion also employs the same melody as Laude cructs.
This melody is derived from the second alleluia of the Feast for the Finding
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pended to this paper.) Viewed broadly, the sequence divides
rather unevenly into three parts. In the first five stanzas the
Church is invited to join in remembering the first Holy Supper
at which Christ gave His living and life-giving substance to His
apostles. Stanzas 6 through 11 bring the past into the present.
These six stanzas elaborate a rather lengthy and tedious lesson
on Christ’s presence in the bread and wine. The sequence ends
with a one-stanza prayer asking Christ not only to feed His peo-
ple in the present but also to make them ‘ table-fellows” with
Him and all the holy citizens of heaven in the future.

Looking more closely at part one, we can observe that the se-
quence begins by calling Sion, the Church, to laud its Christ as
the new Passover (Stanza 4). “ Today,” the first Thursday after
Trinity Sunday, is Corpus Christi. Upon this solemn festival
day the Church commemorates the Lord’s institution and gift of
the “ living and life-giving bread ” (stanza 2). Stanza 11, which
concludes the middle section’s lesson on the manner of Christ’s
presence in the elements, expands on this notion of Christ the
bread. It teaches that Christ is ““ the bread of angels” who was
foreshadowed in Old Testament figures. Isaac was Abraham’s
offering to God. At Passover the Jews sacrificed a lamb without
spot or blemish for their sins. And God nourished His hungry
people with heavenly manna. Each of these figures or types
point toward Christ, who is the fulfillment of them all. Christ is
the new Passover (stanza 4). He displaces the old Passover as
“reality puts to flight the shadow ” and “light banishes dark-
ness.” Here the sequence places the present Eucharistic celebra-
tion within the framework of the historical acts of God, affirming
that Christ is the center of redemptive history.

Part one of the sequence further reveals that the facts of this
redemptive history are commemorated in the holy supper that
Christ Himself instituted on the eve of his passion. At this sup-
per the Savior described Himself to the twelve apostles as one
who was about to be sacrificed. Thereby he fulfilled Old Testa-

of the Cross; see Apel, Gregorian Chant, p. 646. Clearly, it is a mistake to
think that Thomas Aquinas wrote both the text and music of Lauda Sion. He
may have written the poem, but he did not compose the music for Lauda Sion.



168 THOMAS J. BELL

ment figures: He was the true Isaac, the true Passover lamb
without blemish or spot that takes away the sins of the world,
and the true manna from heaven that gives nourishment and
eternal Iife to all believers. Christ enjoined His apostles to re-
peat the supper in His memory until He returns. This the
Church does in every Mass, especially the Feast of Corpus
Christi.

The sequence is quite clear that the divine victim (hostiam) is
present in the elements. Therefore, one can rightly speak of a
Eucharistic sacrifice. Indeed, the idea of Eucharistic sacrifice
that Lauda Sion suggests is entirely in accord with Augustine
and the patristic tradition as well as the late Middle Ages: The
Eucharist is a sacrifice in as much as it is a memorial, an anam-
nesis, of the sacrifice of Christ. It is more than a mere remem-
brance of a past event; and, moreover, it is not a new sacrifice
or a repetition of the sacrifice of the cross. The Eucharist “is
the sacramental or liturgical celebration of that which took place
once for all in the past in order that the present community of
believers can participate in its redemptive reality.” *¢

It is impossible to glance at Lauda Sion without recognizing
its preoccupation with Eucharistic presence. Five stanzas (6
through 10) elaborate on the nature of Christ’s presence. Stanzas
5 and 6 teach that following the consecration, “the bread is
changed [transit] into flesh and wine into blood.” To the senses
the elements remain as they were before the consecration, name-
ly, bread and wine. The bread and wine still feel, taste, and look
like bread and wine, but faith knows better. Faith knows that the
species are only signs of “hidden extaordinary realities” that
lie under the bread and wine (stanzas 6 and 7). “ Flesh is bread
and blood is drink” (stanza 7). Thus, in thirteenth-century
theological language, upon consecration the * substance”’—the
reality that underlies the material elements—of the bread and
wine miraculously changes into the substance of Christ’s risen
and glorified body and blood, while all the “ accidents "—mate-

16 William R. Crockett, Eucharist: Symbol of Transformation (New York,
1989), p. 95.
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rial qualities and chemical properties—of the bread and wine re-
main intact. The inner reality of the bread and wine is Christ
himself, whereas the elements’ outer reality continues to taste,
smell, feel, and look as before consecration. Lauda Sion, there-
fore, does not only affirm that Christ himself is present in the
elements but explains His presence in terms of the doctrine of
transubstantiation.

The notion that the relationship between the elements of bread
and wine and Christ’s presence in them can be explained in
terms of a ““ change ” is not unique to Lauda Sion or the Middle
Ages. As early as the fourth century Fathers in the East and
West articulated this “ conversionist ” conception of Eucharistic
presence. Ambrose was particularly instrumental in introducing
the language of change into the Eucharist vocabulary of the west-
ern Church. According to his thought, upon consecration the
elements are changed so as to mediate Christ’s presence to the
communicant. Thus, before consecration one reality is signified:
bread and wine. However, after consecration, another reality is
signified : the body and blood of Christ. The sign (signum) and
the reality (res) have virtually become one.'’

Existing side by side with this conversionist interpretation is
the “symbolic” interpretation. Taught also by Ambrose, this
interpretation’s most famous exponent was Augustine. Drawing
on Platonism, Augustine distinguished between two levels in the
sacrament. First, there is the level of the senses, where the com-
municant perceives the bread and wine. Second, these elements
are “ symbols *’ or “ signs ”’ that signify another level: the reality
of Christ’s body and blood. Although not perceived by the senses,
this reality is known by the mind and by faith. The second level
is the true reality of the Eucharist. The sacramental signs do
not only point to this reality; they represent and make it pre-
sent. Thus to partake of the symbols of bread and wine is to
“ participate” in the transcendent world that lies behind the
world of sense-experience. Augustine means that Christ’s body
and blood are not merely “ represented ” by the signs (in the sense

17 Ibid., pp. 96-97.



170 THOMAS J. BELL

of signs as substitutes) : they are mediated by the unity between
the sign and the thing signified. This mediation occurs through
the dialectic relation of symbol and reality, whereby a symbol es-
sentially 4s that which it represents. In this view there is no need
for a change of the elements’ nature, for Christ is already pre-
sent in (behind) the sign.*®

These two concepts of Eucharistic presence continued well into
the Middle Ages, when Ambrose’s conversionist notion eventual-
Iy prevailed over Augustine’s symbolic interpretation. By the
early thirteenth century the conversionist concept was called
transubstantiatio and was accepted as the definitive explanation
of Christ’s presence in the bread and wine. Indeed, in 1215 the
Fourth Lateran Council defined it as a dogma of the Church.”®

With the acceptance of transubstantiation, the medieval church
increasingly believed that it must take great care to prevent any
profanation of the elements. The church particularly feared that
some of the wine would spill as the cup was given to the laity.
Gradually, therefore, priests gave only the bread to the laity and
they alone received both the bread and wine*® As seen from the
perspective of the communing laity, Lauda Ston assures communi-
cants that, though the two elements are consecrated separately,
Christ has not been divided. His whole person is equally and
“ totally under each species ” (stanza 7). Thus the communicant
can know that he or she is partaking of “the complete Christ—
uncut, unbroken, and undivided ” (stanza 8).

Furthermore, the sequence teaches that Christ is not spatially
extended under the sacramental appearances in such a way that
He is divided into as many pieces as the host is broken. He is
whole in every part, both before and after fraction. The idea is
presented in both stanzas 8 and 10. In the former the communi-
cant is told that “[whether] received by one, [or] received by a

18 Tbid., pp. 78-98.

19 Ibid,, p. 118. For an account of the late Medieval history of the doctrine
of transubstantiation, see James F. McCue, “ The Doctrine of Transubstantia-
tion from Berengar through Trent: The Point at Issue,” Harverd Theological
Review 61 (1968), 385-430.

20 Jungmann, Missarum Sollemmia, vol. 2, 385.
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thousand, the quantity [of Christ] received by the one is as much
as the thousand.” Perhaps here the focus is on the number of
recipients and the concern that a great number of communicants
might diminish Christ and thus diminish the efficacy of the sacra-
ment. Stanza 10 is likewise concerned with the diminution of
Christ, but from the perspective of the fractured host. It assures
communicants that :

At last, when the sacrament is broken,

have no doubt, but remember that

there is as much [of Christ] in a fragment as
in the whole.

There is no rending of the reality,

only a fracturing of the sign,

which diminishes neither

the state nor stature of the one

signified.

Although Lauda Sion insists that the whole living and risen
Christ is received under each species, it does not explain how all
of Christ is present under each of them. Rather, the sequence
simply seems intent upon arguing that Christ is really and wholly
present under the bread and under the wine. This emphasis on
the “ whole” presence is not unique. “ Since Anselm of Laon
(d. 1117) and William of Champeaux (d. 1121),” writes
Jungmann, “theological teaching had become more clear and
precise, namely that in the Sacrament not only were the Body or
the Blood of Christ present, but the whole Christ, totus Christus,
was present.” * However, it was not until the thirteenth century,
when Thomas Aquinas articulated his theory of “ natural con-
comitance,” that the medieval church arrived at the “ classic ex-
position ”’ of how the whole Christ is present under each species.?

Before we look at Thomas’s theory, we must complete our
analysis of the sequence’s teaching about the Eucharist. Stanza
9 argues that Christ’s presence is so objective that both good and

21 Tbid., vol. 1, p. 118.

22 See Alan Richardson and John Bowden, The Westminster Dictionary of
Christian Theology (Philadelphia, 1983), s.v. “ Concomitance,” by E. J.
Yarnold.
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bad communicants receive Him. (The sequence does not describe
exactly who the good and bad are.) However, the two do not
receive Christ with the same effect. “ To the bad it is death, to
the good it is life.” Undoubtedly, the bad are guilty, as Paul
says, “of profaning the body and blood of the Lord” (I
Corinthians 11:27). For late medieval people the seriousness of
this evil act was profound, for they did not believe that the bad
merely abuse a representation of Christ; the bad also desecrate
the literal body and blood of Christ. It was for this reason above
all others that bad communicants grew weak, ill, and died. The
good, on the other hand, recetve the same “ living and lifegiving
bread ” that Christ gave to the twelve apostles. This is the
“bread of angels” that has ““become the food of the pilgrims
[viatorum]” (stanza 11).

Whereas stanza 11 speaks of the bread that has come from
heaven to the pilgrim, the final stanza shifts the pilgrim’s atten-
tion toward heaven, the “land of the living.” Here Louda Sion
brings out the future or eschatological dimension of the Eucha-
rist. The pilgrim prays, “ Make us Your table-fellows there in
heaven.” The sequence suggests that the sacrament prefigures a
supper yet to come. It directs the communicant’s faith and hope
beyond the present to a future day when all of Christ’s pilgrims
will sit at table together.*®

Having closely examined the Eucharistic teaching of Laude
Sion, we have seen that the Mass, as a commemoration and
representation of the Lord’s passion, is indeed a sacrifice in as
much as it celebrates the anammesis of Christ’'s words of self-
sacrifice at the Last Supper. Moreover, we have seen that Laude
Sion is preoccupied with Christ’s presence in the Mass, explain-
ing that presence by means of the doctrine of transubstantiation.
The Mass, teaches the sequence, is of present significance because
Christ communicates His living and life-giving body and blood
to all ““ good” communicants who receive the bread and wine in
faith. Thus the Mass has more than just a commemorative and

28 Geoffrey Wainwright, Eucharist and Eschatology (London, Erworth
Press, 1971), p. 53.



LAUDA SION AND SUMMA THEOLOGIAE 173

psychological significance—it communicates grace and spiritual
life to the good recipient.

II

In his Swmma theologice Thomas Aquinas takes up the topic
of the Eucharist in part three, questions 73-83. A brief survey
of these questions reveals the breadth of his concern. The Angelic
Doctor treats in scholastic fashion the subjects of “ The sacra-
mentality of the Eucharist,” “ The Matter of this Sacrament,”
“The First Eucharist,” “ The Minister of This Sacrament,” etc.
Furthermore, he devotes three questions with eight articles each
to the theory of the transubstantiation of the bread and wine into
the body and blood of Christ.

Under question 73, article 4, Thomas asserts that the sacra-
ment points to the past, present, and future and therefore is
called by many names. Because it commemorates the past passion
of Christ, it is called a ““ sacrifice.”” In regard to the present, the
sacrament points to ““ the unity of the Church " and thus is right-
ly called “ communio ” and “ synaxis.” In its future dimension
the sacrament ““ prefigures the enjoyment of God that will be ours
in heaven.” ‘‘ Because it keeps us on the way to heaven,” says
Thomas, the sacrament is correctly called ““ viaticum.” Thomas
believes that the sacrament is also appropriately called “eucha-
rist” and “ metalepsis ” (*“ taking to oneself ).

Thomas says quite clearly that the holy supper is a sacrifice
because it commemorates the past passion of Christ. The modern
reader may be looking for some explanation as to how the
mass is (always) a sacrifice. In other words, he or she may be
wondering whether Thomas and Lauda Sion teach that Christ’s
body is literally re-killed on the altar. Thomas treats the subject
of sacrifice generally under the virtue of justice in the secunda
secundae, question 85.%* Here, Thomas seeks to show that sacri-

2¢ See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, vol. 39, Religion and Worship:
202ae, 80-91 (Blackfriars translation), Introduction, Notes, and Glossary by
Kevin D. O’Rourke (New York, 1964). In Appendix 4 (p. 262), we are told
that “ in the Commentary on the Sentences there is only a single article (IIL
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fice is an act of religion. He focuses almost exclusively on the
act of offering, giving almost no consideration to either the per-
son making the offering or the thing offered. Essentially Thomas
argues that, although sacrifice may be revealed through external
acts of religion, such as offering animals or eating bread, it is
fundamentally an internal act. Sacrifice is ultimately an internal
offering of one’s self to God.*®

In his discussion of Christ’s passion Thomas says that the
term “ sacrifice ” is correctly applied to “‘ something done that is
properly due to God for His honor to appease Him.” He then
quotes with approval Augustine’s remark that “a true sacrifice
is every work which is performed in order that in holy fellow-
ship we may cleave to God, that is, which is related to the end
of goodness in which alone we can be truly blessed.” Now Christ,
Thomas continues, “ offered himself in suffering for us, and this
very work, that he voluntarily bore suffering, was in the highest
degree accepted by God, inasmuch as it proceeded from charity.
Hence,” concludes Thomas, ““ it is manifest that the passion of
Christ was a true sacrifice.” ** Thus Thomas is quite clear that
Christ’s passion was a manifestation of His love for God and
humanity, and a sacrifice for the sins of human race.

Having established that Christ’s passion was a sacrifice,
Thomas continues in the third part of the Summa to consider
the relationship between Christ’s passion and the FEucharist.
Thomas is quite clear that the sacrament “commemorates the
passion of our Lord ” ?" and “ represents the passion of Christ.” *

9.1.1), composed of four gquaestiunculae, devoted to the general concept of
‘latria’, of which sacrifice is an external act; there sacrifice receives only
passing consideration. The Swumma Conira Gentiles similarly offers no de-
velopment and sacrifice is only touched on in considering that the human mind
must employ things of sense in order to communicate with God (III, 119-121).”
Also, Thomas hardly, if at all, mentions the subject of sacrifice in his dis-
cussion of the Eucharist in Book 4, chapters 61-69 of Summa Contra Gentiles.
Here, as in the Summa theologiae, the Angelic Doctor’s thought is caught up
in the exposition of Christ’s real presence in the Eucharist.

25 Summa Theologiae (hereafter cited in notes as ST) II-II .83 a.3 and
a4,

26 ST IIT q.48 a.3.

27 ST III q.73 a.4. See also ST III q.74 a.1.

28 ST 111 q.73 a4. Seealso ST Il q.76 a.2; q.3a.2 and a.4.
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It is the “ memorial of the passion of our Lord ” *® and “ a figure
and an example which portrays the Lord’s Passion.” *® There-
fore, he concludes that * the Eucharist is at once a sacrifice and a
sacrament.” ** Undoubtedly, in Thomas’s mind the Eucharist is
a sacrifice inasmuch as it points to Christ’s past passion. Are we
therefore to understand that the Eucharist is only a commemora-
tion and not an actualization in the present of the sacrifice of the
cross?

Thomas seems to have anticipated our question. In the third
part of the Summa, question 83, article 1, he asks, “Is Christ
sacrificed (émmoletur) in this sacrament? ” Yes, he answers, and
for two reasons. Drawing on the authority of Augustine and
Ambrose (actually, John Chrysostom), Thomas gives the first
reason as follows:

[This sacrament is called the sacrifice of Christ] because, as Augus-
tine writes, “ Images are called by the names of the things of which
they are images, thus looking at a picture or {resco we say, That is
Cicero, or, That is Sallust.” Now, as we have said, the celebration
of this sacrament is a definite image representing Christ’s Passion,
which is his true sacrifice. Hence [,] Ambrose writes on Hebrews,
“In Christ was offered once a sacrifice potent for eternal salvation.
What do we do? Is it not to offer it everyday, yet for the recalling
of his death?”

Clearly Thomas believes that Christ’s sacrifice on the cross was
offered once for all and cannot be repeated. He nevertheless says
that Christ is sacrificed every time the Mass is celebrated. He
can affirm both of these beliefs on exactly the same basis as
Augustine. Because the sacrament is an image of the reality it
signifies, it can, according to Platonistic reasoning, be called by
the name of the reality it signifies. Therefore, as an image or
symbol of Christ’s passion, it does not merely point back to His
past sufferings, representing something apart from the symbol
itself. That is precisely the way modern culture is inclined to

29 ST III q.73 a.5; See also ST III q.76 a.2.
30 ST III .83 a.2.
81 ST III q.79 a.5 and a.7.



176 THOMAS J. BELL

understand a symbol. In ancient culture and in Thomas’s under-
standing, a symbol participates in that which it represents so
much that the symbol can almost be said to be that which it
represents. In this thought there is little distinction between
symbol and reality. “ The symbol is the presence of that which
it represents and mediates participation in that reality.” **

Secondly, Thomas quotes the Secret for the Ninth Sunday
after Pentecost as an authority for his belief that the sacrament
is rightly called the sacrifice of Christ. The prayer affirms that
“ whenever the commemoration of this sacrifice is celebrated the
work of our redemption is carried on.” Though Thomas could
have easily interpreted this text as an affirmation that each Mass
is itself a propitiatory sacrifice, he did not. Rather, he interprets
the prayer to mean that the Mass is a sacrifice “in respect of the
effect of Christ’s passion.” And he adds, “ By the sacrament we
are made sharers of the fruit of the Lord’s Passion.” The Eucha-
rist mediates the benefits of Christ’s passion.

Thomas discusses the effects, or fruits, of Christ’s passion at
length in question 79. As we shall see more fully below, the
sacrament affords forgiveness of venial sins and unconscious
mortal sins.** Moreover, the sacrament gives the Christian spiri-
tual strength. Thomas writes, “ This sacrament does for the
life of the spirit all that material food and drink does for the life
of the body by sustaining, building up, restoring, and con-
tenting.” %*

We have noted that Lauda Ston, too, teaches that the Eucha-
rist is a sacrifice. Like Thomas, the sequence does not detail this
teaching. This comes as no great surprise because the subject of
Eucharistic sacrifice was not a controversial issue before the six-
teenth century. Until then, most everyone assumed that the Mass
was a sacrifice, and so there was no need to discuss the topic at
length.®® Just as the medieval church accepted the atoning power

32 Crockett, Eucharist, p. 80.
33 ST 111 q.79 a.3 and a.4.

3¢ ST 111 q.79 a.l.

35 Crockett, Eucharist, p. 120.
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of Christ’s death and lacked a fully formulated explanation of the
atonement, so the Church believed the Mass to be a sacrifice.
Though Thomas’s teaching on Eucharistic sacrifice is less than
what some of his modern readers might expect, his treatment
of Eucharistic presence is elaborate and clear. When the priest
says,  This is my body,” or “ This is the chalice of my blood,”
he is not merely repeating the words of Christ or reporting what
Christ said, argues Thomas; *® he is pointing to the body or the
blood of Christ that exists upon consecration under the sacra-
mental species. Like Lauda Sion, Thomas is emphatic “ that the
real body of Christ and his blood are in this sacrament.” 7
Thomas asserts that the substances of bread and wine are not
“ annihilated ” or simply reduced to “a more elementary kind of
matter.” Rather, upon consecration, he argues, “the complete
substance of bread is converted into the complete substance of
Christ’s body, and the complete substance of the wine into the
complete substance of Christ’s blood.” Hence the change is not a
“formal change, but a substantial one.” Thomas agrees with
Lauda Sion that such a change “is outside the ordinary course
of nature.” *® Therefore, he concludes that ‘it [the change] can
be called by a name proper to itself—° transubstantiation.” *
Equally like the sequence, Thomas insists that the real presence
is known only by faith. Both the Summa and Lauda Sion teach
that, if communicants were to rely only upon their senses, they
would never know that the substance of bread has been entirely
transubstantiated into the substance of Christ’s body, because the
appearance or “accidents ” of the bread and wine remain as they
were before the consecration. Though the bread still tastes,
smells, feels, and looks like bread, faith accepts that Christ’s sub-
stance is under the species.*
Thomas also asserts that ““ our Catholic faith makes it absolute-
ly necessary to profess that the whole Christ, totus Christus, is in

36 ST 111 ¢.78 a.1-6.

37 ST IIT q.75 a.l.

38 Stanza 6; compare with ST IIT q.75 a.5.

38 ST III q.75 2.3.

40 See ST 11T q.75 a.1 and Lauda Sion stanza 6.
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this sacrament ” ** (my emphasis). By “ whole,” he means not
only Christ’s body and blood, but also His soul and Godhead
(divinitatem). But how is the whole Christ under each of the
sacramental species? In the case of the bread, Thomas argues
that while it is changed into Christ’s body by virtue of conse-
cration, Christ’s soul, divinity, and blood are present with the
consecrated bread by ‘“a natural concomitance.” ** Essentially
Thomas believes that Christ’s soul, divinity, and blood are pre-
sent because they simply cannot be separated from Christ’s body.
Though at Christ’s death the soul and the blood were separated
from His body for three days, the two have been forever re-
united.*® As for Christ’s divinity, it was never separated from
the body; the two were ““ taken up into hypostatic union ” never
to be separated.** Christ’s soul, divinity, and body are also
equally present with the consecrated wine by concomitance.

If Thomas did indeed write Lauda Sion, one wonders why he
did not draw on this notion of concomitance to explain how the
whole Christ is equally in each species, and equally in one or a
thousand hosts. It is most certain that the author of the sequence
believed that anyone partaking only of the bread receives, nomne-
theless, the totus Christus. However, there is no clear evidence
in the sequence that he taught the notion of concomitance that
we find in Thomas’s Summa.

Like Lauda Sion, Thomas also teaches that Christ is not spa-
tially extended under the sacramental appearances in such a way
that a portion of Him is in one part of the host and another por-
tion in another. He is equally under each and every part of the
host, even before the priest divides it.** Furthermore, when frac-
tion takes place, it is not “ the actual body of Christ which is

41 ST 111 q.76 a.l.

42 ST 111 q.76 a.2.

43 Thomas does argue that if the sacrament could have been celebrated at
the time of Christ’s death, “under the species of bread would have been the
body of Christ without His blood, and under the species of wine would have
been His blood without His body ””; ST IIT ¢.76 2.2,

4¢ ST ITI q.76 a.1.

45 ST I1T q.76 a.3.
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broken.” This is so for two reasons. “ First, it is ougside all
change and we can do nothing to it. Second, it is present in all
its completeness under every part of the quantity [of the sacra-
mental species].” Therefore, Thomas concludes that “ the frac-
tion takes place in the dimensive quantity of the bread, where all
the other accidents also find their subject.” ** Thus, when the
fraction takes place, the sacramental species, not the body of
Christ, is divided up. Undoubtedly, Thomas agrees with Lauda
Sion that when the host is broken, “there is no rending of
reality, only a fracturing of the sign.” ¢

It is clear that both Lauda Sion and Thomas insist that Christ
is truly and substantially present in the Eucharistic elements.
Further, they both affirm, with the orthodox medieval tradition
that culminated at the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215, that the
objective presence of Christ in the Eucharist does not depend on
the inner condition of communicants. Such an assumption raised
a rather knotty problem for thirteenth-century theologians. In
John L. Farthing’s words, “ Does the real presence of Christ
imply that His body and blood may be consumed not only by
sinners or unbelievers (manducaiio peccatorum aut infidelium)
but even by a dumb animal who by chance eats bread that has
been duly consecrated (manducatio brutorum)?” *®

Thomas deals with both the problem of the manducatio bru-
torum and the manducatio peccatorum in considerable detail
He claims that Christ remains corporeally in the consecrated
species for as long as the accidents of bread and wine remain.*®
This opinion makes the question of manducatio brutorum par-
ticularly pressing. As Farthing has noted,

46 ST III @77 a.7. Thomas defines dimensive quantity as “the very first
accident which affects a material thing.” He adds “that all other accidents
cling to this first accident”; ST III q.77 a.2.

47 Stanza 10.

48 John L. Farthing, Thomas Aquinas and Gabriel Biel: Interpretations of
St. Thomas Aquinas in German Nominalism on the Ewve of the Reformation
(Durham, 1988), p. 125.

49 ST 111 q.76 a.6; q. 77 a.4 and a.5; q.83 a.6.
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Proper care or disposition of the consecrated host becomes a matter
of great concern if the host is not entirely consumed by the {faithful,
for the body of Christ will be contained in even a crumb of the con-
secrated matter so long as it exhibits the species proper to bread.
And if that crumb should find its way into the stomach of a church
mouse, the true body of Christ will have been eaten by a mouse.?®

Thomas would most certainly have agreed with Farthing’s
scenario. He writes, “ Even were a mouse or dog to eat the con-
secrated host, the substance of Christ’s body would not cease to
be under the species so long as the substance of bread remained.”
Though in point of fact the body of Christ is consumed, Thomas
adds, the animal does not eat Christ’s body sacramentally be-
cause the mouse or dog “is not of a nature to use it as a sacra-
ment.” ** Even angels lack the nature to receive Christ sacra-
mentally; they receive Him “ spiritually by being united to Him
in clear vision and enjoyment of perfect charity.” ** Human be-
ings, however, do have the necessary nature; indeed, they alone
of God’s creatures are capable of receiving Christ’s body and
blood under sacrament.

Lauda Sion says little or nothing about the maenducatio bru-
torum. In passing it declares that the sacrament is for the pilgrim
and is therefore “ not to be cast to dogs.” ** This is probably an
allusion to Jesus’ commandment “ Do not give dogs what is
holy!” (Matthew 7:6). Thomas brings up this verse in discuss-
ing whether a priest should deny the body of Christ to a sinner
who asks for it. He concludes that the sacrament should not be
given to “dogs, that is to notorious sinners.” ** Perhaps the
sequence is contrasting pilgrims with both literal dogs (mandu-
catio brutorum) and Thomas’s metaphorical dogs (manducatio
peccatorum).

As the body of Christ does not cease to be present when a
mouse eats a host, so, argues Thomas, it does not cease to be

50 Farthing, Thomas Aquinas and Gabriel Biel, p. 125.
51 ST I1I .80 2.3.

52 ST 11T q.80 a.2.

83 Stanza 11.

8¢ ST IIT .80 a.6.
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present when a host touches the lips or teeth of a sinner. Rather,
the consecrated bread remains in “bad’ people as long as it
stays in “good "— until digested by natural heat. . . . Hence,”
writes Thomas, it must be said that sinners, and not merely
the just, can receive Christ’s body sacramentally.” *®* Here the
Angelic Doctor is once again driving home his point that the sub-
stance of Christ’s body is objectively present in the consecrated
host for as long as the species of bread would have remained,
had it not been transubstantiated. Thus, the unworthiness of a
manducatio peccatorum cannot sever the union between the sacra-
mental species and the reality of Christ’s corporeal presence. If
the sinner partakes of the sacrament, he or she receives the body
and blood of Christ.

We have seen that Laudae Sion, too, will have nothing of the
notion that Christ is any less under the species received by the
“bad ™ people than by the “ good.” It tersely affirms that ““ the
good and the bad receive Him.” *® “Fach receives the same
[Christ], but,” adds stanza 9, ““ with different results.” “To the
bad it is death, to the good it is life.” The good receive Christ
“to life " and the bad “ to death.”

Thomas agrees that the good and bad partake of Christ with
different results. But unlike the sequence, he is much more care-
ful to explain what distinguishes the “ good ” communicant, who
receives life, from the “bad,” who receives death. Thomas
argues that the “ good ” includes a lot of people, people who both
ignorantly and consciously commit venial sins and even those
who ignorantly commit mortal sin.’® The term also includes
people who commit ““ public” sins as well as those who commit
“private ” sins.”® Essentially Thomas argues that nothing pre-
vents one from receiving the grace of the Eucharist except the
fully conscious commitment of mortal sin.*®

3

55 ST 111 q.80 a.3.
56 Stanza 9.

57 ST III .79 a.3.
58 ST III g.80 a.6.
59 ST 1II q.79 a.3.
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Such mortal sin places a further obstacle between the com-
municant and the grace of the sacrament. That obstacle, argues
Thomas, is the sin of unbelief. This heart of unbelief * cuts off
at root a person from the unity of the Church [and] makes him
utterly unfit to receive this sacrament.” ® Therefore, if a sinner
receives the sacrament, he or she “acts a falsechood, and is
guilty of sacrilege as a violation of the sacrament, and accord-
ingly sins mortally.” ® Thus, such a communicant appropriately
earns the opprobrious epithet “bad.” Though forgiveness is
available (through penance) to such bad people, they are cut off
from the life-giving effects of the supper until the impediments
of mortal sin are removed. They are “not spiritually alive,”
Thomas writes; they are “ dead in sin.” ®® And if they persist in
their sin, they will remain forever cut off from Christ, the fount
of life and forgiver of sins.

Though when misused the Eucharist yields death, when used
properly it transforms communicants by joining them to Christ
in a union of fervent love. Thus he describes consecrated bread
and wine as “ spiritual nourishment” and “ spiritual food and
drink.” ® Furthermore, when considered in itself, the sacrament
derives from the power of Christ’s passion the power to forgive
all past sins. However, Thomas is quick to point out that when
considered in relation to the recipient, the sacrament’s effect may
be blocked by an obstacle. As we have seen, this obstacle is an
unforgiven mortal sin of which one is aware even while com-
muning.*

The Summa and Loude Sion agree that the Old Testament
manna signified the living and life-giving bread of the sacrament.
Both also teach that Christ’s body and blood not only sustain
the pilgrim (wiatorum) in the present, they also “ keep [him or
her] on the way to heaven.” ®® Therefore, argues Thomas, the

80 ST IIT q.80 a.4.

81 ST 111 q.80 a 4.

62 ST III q.79'a.3.

83 ST III q.79 a.1 and a.2.

8¢ ST III q79 a.3. Here Thomas is articulating the distinction between
the efficacy of the sacrament ex opere operato and ex opere operontis.

65 ST II1 q.73 a.4.
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sacrament is correctly called viaticum. This viaticum prefigures
the enjoyment of God that will be the viator’s in heaven.

III

In conclusion, the Eucharistic thought expressed in the se-
quence Lauda Sion is, as James A. Weisheipl argues, very much
like that found in Saint Thomas’s Summa theologiae. As we
have seen, the two works have a common emphasis on Christ’s
presence in the sacrament. They explain this presence in terms
of the doctrine of transubstantiation. Both works are clear that
the Mass commemorates Christ’s passion and mediates His sav-
ing presence to all who participate in His passion through the
signs of bread and wine. While the Eucharist is understood in
both works to have this past dimension, it also has present and
future significance. In the present, Christ is in the bread and
wine communicating His live-giving substance to the faithful.
This substance strengthens the pilgrim as he or she journeys to-
ward heaven. There, in heaven, the pilgrims will sit at table with
Christ and the other saints and partake of the ultimate banquet.

Our study has not revealed anything that seriously undermines
the tradition that Thomas wrote Lauda Sion. Notwithstanding
the absence of the notion of concomitance in Lauda Sion, there
is indeed a remarkable parallel between the Eucharistic thought
expressed in the sequence and the Summa. This parallel in and
of itself does not necessarily establish that Thomas wrote the
sequence, but it does add more credibility to the testimony of
Thomas’s contemporaries Tolomeo and William, who both bore
witness to Thomas writing the liturgy for the Feast of Corpus
Christi.®®

Louda Sion
Lauda Sion salvatorem, Praise, Sion, the Savior,
Lauda ducem et pastorem Praise the Leader and the Shepherd
In hymnis et canticis. In hymns and canticles!
Quantum potes, tantum aude, Dare to praise Him as much as you can,
Quia major omni laude for He is beyond all praising and you will

Nec laudare sufficis. never be able to praise Him sufficiently.

68 ] wish to thank Professors David C. Steinmetz, Susan A. Keefe, and
Geoffrey Wainwright, as well as Byron D. Stuhlman, for their invaluable
suggestions and comments on several drafts of this essay.
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Laudis thema specialis,
Panis vivus et vitalis,

Hodie proponitur :

Quem in sacrae mensa cenae
Turbae fratrum duodenae
Datum non ambigitur.

Sit laus plena, sit sonora,
Sit jucunda, sit decora
Mentis jubilatio.

Dies enim solemnis agitur
In qua mensae prima
recolitur

Hujus institutio.

In hac mensa novi regis
Novum pascha novae legis
Phase vetus terminat.
Vetustatem novitas,
Umbram fugat veritas,
Noctem lux eliminat.

Quod in cena Christus gessit
Faciendum hoc expressit

In sui memoriam.

Docti sacris institutis
Panem, vinum in salutis
Consecramus hostiam.

Dogma datur Christianis
Quod in carnem transit panis
Et vinum in sanguinem.
Quod non capis, quod non
vides,

Animosa firmat fides,
Praeter rerum ordinem.

Sub diversis speciebus,
Signis tantum et non rebus,
Latent res eximiae.

Caro cibus, sanguis potus,
Manet tamen Christus totus
Sub utraque specie.

A sumente non concisus,
Non confractus, non divisus,
Integer accipitur.

Sumit unus, sumunt mille,
Quantum isti, tantum ille,

Nec sumptus consumitur.

THOMAS J. BELL

A theme of special praise,

the living and lifegiving bread,

is put before us today :

The one who at the table of the holy supper
was given to the twelve apostles,

without any doubt.

Let praise be a full, let it be a resounding.
let it be a delightful, let it be a beautiful
shotit of joy.

For the solemn day is being observed
upon which the first of the tables of this
institution is remembered.

On this table of the new King
the new passover of the new law
put an end to the old passover.
The new displaces the old,
reality the shadow,

light banishes night.

What Christ did at the supper

this He said should (must) be done

in memory of Him.

Taught by His holy words of instructions,
we consecrate bread and wine in a sacrifice
of salvation.

The dogma is given to Christians that the
bread is changed into flesh

and the wine into blood.

That which you cannot understand, that
which you do not see,

living faith affirms,

it is beyond the ordinary course of things.

Under the different species,

in the signs only and not the things,

there lie hidden extraordinary things.
Flesh is food, blood is drink;

And nevertheless the whole Christ remains
under each species.

The communicant receives the complete
Christ—uncut, unbroken, and undivided.
[Whether] one consumes, [or] a
thousand consume,

the quantity of this one is as much as
that one,

Nor is it diminished by being consumed.
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Sumunt boni, sumunt mali,
Sorte tamen inaequali
Vitae vel interitus.

Mors est malis, vita bonis,
Vide paris sumptionis
Quam sit dispar exitus.

Fracto demun sacramento
Ne vacilles, sed memento
Tantum esse sub fragmento
Quantum toto tegitur.
Nulla rei fit scissura,
Signi tantum fit fractura,
Qua nec status nec statura
Signati minuitur.

Ecce panis angelorum
Factus cibus viatorum,
Vere panis filiorum,

Non mittendus canibus.

In figuris praesignatur,
Cum Isaac immolatur,
Agnus Paschae deputatur,
Datur manna patribus.

Bone pastor, panis vere,
Jesu, nostri miserere;

Tu nos pasce, nos tuere,
Tu nos bona fac videre

In terra viventium.

Tu qui cuncta scis et vales,
Qui nos pascis hic mortales,
Tuos ibi commensales,
Cohaeredes et sodales

Fac sanctorum civium.

The good consume and the bad consume,
but with different lots:

life or death.

To the bad it is death, to the good it is life,
See these equally taking [yet]

how disparate is their dying.

At last, when the sacrament is broken,

have no doubt, but remember

that there is as much [of Christ] in a fragment
as in the whole.

There is no rending of the thing (signified),
only a fracturing of the sign, which
diminishes neither the state nor stature of
the one signified.

Look! Behold! The bread of angels has
become the food of travelers,

the true bread of sons,

not for casting to dogs.

It is foreshadowed in figures,

when Isaac is sacrificed,

when a lamb is appointed for the Passover,
when manna is given to the fathers.

Good shepherd, true bread,

Jesus, have mercy on us;

You feed us and You protect us.

You let see the good

in the land of the living.

You who know and can do all things,
who feed us here as mortals,

make us Your table-fellows there,
co-heirs and companions of the

holy citizens [of heaven].
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HAVE TWO CONCERNS in this paper. The first is a
broad concern, related to the nature of metaphor, which
stems from the destructionist or deconstructionist tenden-

cies in some contemporary phenomenology or phenomenological
existentialism. According to these views, the logocentric em-
phasis of the Western tradition must be shown for what it really
is: an attempt to erect a cover upon a fundamental absence. In
Nietzsche’s well known view, ““truths are illusions of which one
has forgotten that they are illusions; worn-out metaphors which
have become powerless to affect the senses, coins which have
their obverse effaced and now are no longer of account as coins
but merely as metal.” * For Jacques Derrida all metaphoricity is
caught up in an endless circle, which precludes any privileged
vantage-point from which one might determine order, hierarchy
and center-point. In particular, the unique heliotropic metaphor
which, in Derrida’s polemic, determines the whole course of
Western philosophy “ from the Platonic eidos to the Hegelian
idea ” ? rests only upon the infinite absence of circularity, for the
movement of transference ““ which turns the sun into metaphor ”
also inevitably “‘turns philosophical metaphor towards the sun.” ®

1 Nietzsche, “On Truth and Falsity in their Ultramoral Sense (1873),”
Works 2 (New York: Russell and Russell, 1964), p. 180.

2J. Derrida, “ White Mythology ”, trans. F. C. T. Moore, New Literary
History 6 (1974), 1: 5-74 [“La mythologie blanche” in Rhétorique et philos-
ophie, Poétigue 5 (Paris: Editions du Seliw, 1971)1], p. 55.

31Ibid,, p. 51.
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In this paper I shall examine the thought of Plotinus and
Aquinas, broadly described as idealist and realist respectively,
with a view to determining whether or not this transference
from the physical to the metaphysical is only an illicit, covert
erasure of the material sense and a forgetting that all metaphor
is self-implicating, that there is no non-metaphorical standpoint
from which to grasp the order and structure of the metaphorical.

My second concern is much more specific. It is, first, to com-
pare Plotinus and Aquinas on light and metaphor—two thinkers
who might be considered to be poles apart on these questions:
on the one hand, Plotinus, the father of Neoplatonic emanation-
ism with its insistence upon the primacy of divine light and the
father, surely too, of the tradition of light-metaphysics in the
later, mediaeval period; on the other hand, St. Thomas, staunchly
realist in the Aristotelian tradition. Second, I will seek to show
that this first impression of the gulf between the two thinkers is
not borne out by a close textual analysis, and that their respec-
tive theories, despite the admitted significant difference in view-
point, are in some respects very close indeed.

Let us look briefly at the light-metaphysics tradition first.
For Robert Grosseteste light is the source of all activity and its
diffusion is not a material change or a change in place, but rather
an instantaneous and substantial multiplication of itself in three
dimensions.* Thus, for the author of the De Intelligentiis light
is the fundamental principle of motion and life: “Est autem
prima lucis operatio in sensibilibus quod motum et vitam operatur
in viventibus.” ® Since light is the noblest of corporeal things, it
therefore has an intermediate place between pure form and mat-
ter, and for Grosseteste and also Bonaventure it is consequently
named the forma corporeitatis, the fundamental form of body as

4 De philosophischen Werke des Robert Grosseteste, ed. Ludwig Baur, in
Clemens Baeumker, Beitrige zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters,
vol. IX (Munster, 1912), De Luce, p. 51.

5 Clemens Baeumker, Witelo: Ein Philosoph und Naturforscher des XIII
Jahrhunderts, Band 111, Heft 2 of Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des
Mittelalters (Munster, 1908), Liber de intelligentiis 1X, p. 11.
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such, since light introduces dimension into matter. Light then
is the substantial form of the physical universe.®

But how is physical light related to spiritual light? For the
light-metaphysics tradition, spiritual light (whether the Un-
created Light which is God himself or the created spiritual light
by which our intellects understand)” is the true primal light.
Corporeal light is either derived from the primal light by emana-
tion (or, in some unspecified sense, by virtue of its incorporeal,
substantial character), or else related to it only by analogy.® Some
explanations combine these two views. For St. Bonaventure, for
instance, as also for Augustine, light is predicated proprie of
spiritual things, only metaphorically of physical things (cf. II
sent. d. 13, 2. 1, q. 1, obj. 3, p. 311 b). Implicitly, then, there
is a community of being between the two lights: “ Lux inter
omnia corporalia maxime assimilatur luci aeternae, sicut ostendit
Dionysius de Divinis Nominibus, et maxime in virtute et effi-
cacia” (ibid. q. 1, f. 2, p. 319 A). On the other hand, this
community is only by analogy: “ Lux spiritualis est communis
creatori et creaturae secundum analogiam™ (ibid. ad 4, p. 318
A). Bonaventure’s analysis, then, is subtle and finely nuanced,
but even here one can glimpse an important characteristic of the
light-metaphysics tradition, namely, that corporeal light draws
its essence from intelligible light in such a way that there is a
fundamental identity between the two (if this is not to overstate
the case) and thus metaphoricity ultimately disappears in so far
as light brings about a true and literal designation of the in-
telligible object.

When we come to look at Plotinus’s views we find modern
commentators themselves divided on the issue. For Werner
Beierwaltes,” Plotinus is a precursor of the light-metaphysics

6 Grosseteste, De Luce, ed. Baur, p. 51. St. Bonaventure, IT Sent. d.12, a2,
q.1, p. 318A.

7 St. Avgustine, Contra Faustum Mawichaeum XX, 7; PL, 42, col. 372.
De Gen. ad Litt. liber imperfectus 5, 20; PL, 34, col. 288.

8 On this see Joseph Anthony Mazzeo, Mediaceval Cultural Tradition n
Dante’s Comedy (New York: Greenwood, 1968), p. 76.

9 Werner Beierwaltes, “ Die Metaphysik des Lichtes in der Philosophie
Plotins ”, in Zeitschrift fiir philosophische Forschung, XV (1961), 334-362.
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tradition, since there is a Wesensgleichheit between corporeal and
intelligible light and thus intelligible light must not be taken to
be a metaphor, but must be understood literally. Rein Ferwerda,*
on the other hand, rebuts Beierwaltes’s view on the grounds that
the latter does not take sufficient notice of Plotinus’s own aware-
ness that he is using figurative language (e.g. the ubiquitous
olov, or wis) and thus concludes that light is used as a metaphor
by Plotinus and that it does not designate the true nature of the
three hypostases. While the evidence clearly seems to incline in
Ferwerda’s favor, the issue is complicated further, in my view,
by the following two considerations. First, Plotinus may well
use light of the intelligible in a metaphorical sense, but there is
nonetheless the conviction that light so used is being addressed in
its most pure and proper sense, and that, therefore, all derivative
light must find its purest reference in the intelligible universe.™
Is it possible for Plotinus to maintain these two positions simul-
taneously? Second, Plotinus, like Grosseteste and Bonaventure
at a later date, speaks of light very much as though it were a
forma corporeitatis. In Eunneads TV, 5[29], 7, 36, for example,
he states that the light from bodies is an external activity of the
luminous body, while the light in such bodies, that is, bodies
which are primarily Iuminous, is substance in accordance with
the form (odoia % kard 76 €idos)™ of the primarily luminous
body. Further, if light is incorporeal in the sense that it is
“closely parallel to the life which is the incorporeal activity of
soul, and is . . . formative principle and form,” ** then surely the
light of the sun must be the substantial form of its corporeity.
And if this is so, then is there not a sense in which solar light
has its prime and proper reference in the intelligible? And again

10 Rein Ferwerda, Lo Signification des tmages et des métaphores dans la
pensée de Plotin (Groningen: J. B. Wolters, 1965), pp. 46-61.

1 Cf. Ferwerda (note 10), p. 47 re Phaedo 110A. See also Plotinus, I,
6[11, 9, 15-25; V.3[491, 8, 35-42.

12 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics 1035 B 15-16, 1044 A 10.

13 A, H. Armstrong in Plotinus IV, Enneads IV 1-9, with an English trans-
lation by A. H. Armstrong (Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge, Mass.-
London, 1984) pp. 308-9, note 1.
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if this be granted, then Ferwerda’s position, that light is em-
ployed figuratively by Plotinus, should be rejected.

The solution to this problem, if any, lies, I believe, in the ac-
ceptance of both of these seemingly incompatible points of view—
those of Beierwaltes and Ferwerda—and I shall try to give a
sketch of how this is possible as simply as I can. In Plotinus
there are at least two important facets of the theory of light.
Physical light, as such, is necessarily to be distinguished from
intelligible light. Thus, Plotinus invariably speaks metaphorically
of intelligible light, and in this he would agree with St. Thomas
for whom the corporeal can be attributed to something spiritual
only in a metaphorical manner. This facet of Plotinus’s theory is
also reflected in his insistence that there is no community of being
between intelligible and sensible substance.” However, from an-
other point of view, when one examines the meanings of light in
relation to natural objects and in relation to the principle which
makes them what they are, no simple arbitrary line between the
physical and the spiritual can be drawn, and the necessity that
both frames of reference overlap, or rather, stand together in the
same logical space (while being quite different) becomes evident.
At the root of this second point of view is an insistence, similar
to that of St. Thomas (on which see below), that what is sensible
as such cannot be substance in the proper sense. If I interpret
Plotinus correctly, this is one of the points I understand him to
make in IV,5[29] chapter 7, where he speaks of the incorporeal
nature of light against the implicit background of the Aristotelian
doctrine.

First, for Aristotle light is the actualisation of the diaphanous

14 On this see particularly Kevin Corrigan and Padraig Q’Cleirigh, “The
Course of Plotinian Scholarship from 1971 to 1986 7, Aufstieg und Niedergang
der romischen Welt, Teil 11, Band 36.1, pp. 571-623, espec. pp. 579-581. Cf.
also P. Aubenque, “ Néoplatonisme et analogie de létre” in Néoplatonisme,
Mélanges offers & Jean Trowillavd (Cahiers de Fontenay 1981), pp. 63-76.
P. Hadot, “L’harmonie des philosophies de Plotin et d’Aristote selon Por-
phyre ” in Atti del Convegno internazionale sul tema: Plotino e il Neoplaton-
ismo in Oriente e in Occidente (Roma: 5-9 Ottobre 1970), Problemi attuali di
sc. e di cultura, Quad. 198 (Roma 1974), pp. 31-47.
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qua diaphanous.”® Light is neither fire, nor body, nor efflux from
body, but a presence.®® It does not travel. It is present in the
diaphanous not by local, but by qualitative, change. And since
the diaphanous permeates bodies, and since light subsists in the
diaphanous, when the diaphanous is actualized, light is incidental-
Iy the color of the diaphanous.*”

Plotinus, by contrast, extends Aristotle’s theory. For him light
is a physical process, within the analysis of whose meaning move-
ment, quality, form, activity and power are all involved. Light
is defined as the incorporeal emergeia of the luminous body.*
What does this mean? In one sense it means simply that it is
not a body, even though it is dependent upon a body. However,
it does travel to us and to the earth.” In another sense Plotinus
speaks of “ the light mingled in bodies.” What he means is the
light subsisting in the diaphanous, which is, incidentally, the
colour of the diaphanous. Here light is a quality in a substrate, an
accident to the substance of the object. But, to go further, the
quality in the substrate also manifests, or proceeds from, a dy-
namic activity. And in this sense light is not just a qualitative ac-
tualisation, but, more fundamentally, a substantial activity. The
visible activity or quality, the external activity, is what is strictly
perceptible. Of the substantial form of the Iuminous body on its
own Plotinus will only speak metaphorically: “ it only, so to
speak, tints the surface” (olov émuypdwvvow, line 39). Nonethe-
less, the source is present there where the perceptible activity is
manifested. Ilence, light is not simply the actualisation of the
diaphanous, but the activity of the source, not as a body alone,
but as an acting body by virtue of a productive, incorporeal
power manifested in it. Thus, in V1,4[22],7,31-32 Plotinus
argues (in an extended critique of the emanation metaphor) that
the physical source does not have light “ gue body, but gua lumi-
nous body, by virtue of another power which is incorporeal.”

15 De Anima 418 B 9, 419 A 11.

16 De An. 418 B 14-17.

17 De An. 418 B 11. De Sensu, 439 A 18 ff,
18 1V, 5[291, 7, 33-34. 1I, 1[40] 7, 20-30.
19V.3[491, 9, 16-13.
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And in VI,3[44],23,5-12 he even goes so far as to speak of the
invisible power being percetved together with the visible activity,
so intimate is the substantial presence of the source. We can now,
therefore, give a more precise answer to the meaning of Plotinus’s
statement that “ it is necessary to posit light as altogether in-
corporeal, even if it is of body ”’ (doduaror 3¢ mdvrws el Tilfévar
kGy odpatos 3, lines 41-42). The statement is similar to other
major pronouncements Plotinus makes about corporeity: for ex-
ample, 11,7[31]1,3: “the productive form must be contemplated
without matter, even if it is inseparable.” ** Or VI,7[38],4,23-
28: ‘. . . it is necessary . . . especially in the case of enula eide
and logoi with matter . . . to grasp the productive logos.” ** We
can sketch Plotinus’s view as follows: physical light as such is
not substantial. It is only when we grasp the productive power
present to it that we can grasp its substantial meaning. And sub-
stantial meaning (logos) is intelligible, though not in any way
cut off from the material object. If light or sight, then, is the
highest of physical activities, and if the activity is an expression
of intelligible power, then intelligible light is a natural and phi-
losophically necessary completion of, and source for the under-
standing of, physical light. Thus, we are forced to the conclu-
sion that, while there is no Wesensgleichheit between the two
and while intelligible light can only be spoken of metaphorically,
there is a necessary sense in which a true grasp of the meaning
of light requires the primacy of incorporeal power from which
the corporeal radiance does indeed spring as an image of the
truth. For Plotinus, then, the application of the physical to the
metaphysical in metaphor could only depend upon transference
in a purely external and accidental manner, for the bigger ques-
tion is that of meaning, and the acts of meaning and of mere
transference are two different acts.

It is my thesis that Aquinas’s view, while entirely different in
its context and texture (and this would require extended treat-
ment elsewhere), is not without important points of similarity.

20 1, 7[371, 3, 12-14.
21 V], 7[38], 4, 23-28.
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In Book 2, lectio XIV of his commentary on Aristotle’s De
Anime St. Thomas rejects three major views in turn, namely,
that light is either a corporeal substance or a spiritual substance,
and that it is a substantial form. It cannot, for instance, be the
substantial form of the sun, because no substantial form is “in
and of itself an object of sense-perception; it can only be intel-
lectually apprehended ” (section 420). As we have seen, Plotinus
adopts a similar position, except that for him the incorporeality
of light is very much connected with the manifestation of spiritual
significance. What then is light for St. Thomas? It is a quality
of the first among bodies which effect change, a quality which
has no contrary (Section 421: qualitas primi corporis alterantis,
quod non habet contrarium: unde nec lux contrarium habet); in
other words, a celestial body.

Why then, we may ask, should light and seeing-related terms
be used in reference to intellectual matters, if light is an accident
of body? And here we enter upon the problem of the nature and
reference of metaphor. For St. Thomas the corporeal can be at-
tributed to something spiritual only in a metaphorical man-
ner, since the ultimate referent of the metaphor is the thing,
the sense-object;* and in poetry, for instance, metaphor really
seduces the mind by offering mere likenesses.”® But we might
press the question and ask whether or not the metaphorical trans-
ference from corporeal to intelligible is merely accidental. In my
view, three considerations militate against this assessment, in-
deed also against the very notion of the “ merely metaphorical ”
in this case. First, light is applied to the intelligible because of
the special dignity of the sense of sight, which takes place with-
out material alteration, but merely spiritual alteration (Sections
417-418). Second, light as a quality of corporeal, celestial sub-
stance represents the highest expression of actualization, posses-
sion of form and luminosity in the physical universe. Light is
not the essence or substance of those bodies, but it is 2 manifesta-~

22 I'y I Sent. d.13, q.1, aa2, 3. Swumma Theologiae I1,q. 1, a.9.
28 5T. 1, @1, a.9; In I Sent. prol. .1, a.5, obj. 3 and ad 3; Commentarium
in II libros Arist. posteriorwm analyticorum, I, lectio 1.
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tion of the greater fullness of their form, being and act (Section
422). Hence, St. Thomas effectively argues that, while there is
no community of being or analogy between spiritual and sensible
light (cf. Sections 415-416), this does not mean that the trans-
ference from one to another is merely contingent. Third, we can
ask how this lack of contingency might be expressed in positive
terms. And, if I understand St. Thomas correctly, we can find
an answer to this in the substantial power of the luminous body,
an answer similar to that of Plotinus. In the Summa Theologiae
1a,67,4, Aquinas argues that it is right to assign the production
of light to the first day because it is a quality of a primary body
and a common feature (communitatem) which the lower bodies
share with the higher. But how can we maintain this, objection
2 asks, if the sun is only created on the fourth day? In reply,
St. Thomas cites Dionysius with approval:

All in all then, as Denis says #* (De Div. Nom. IV, 4; PG 3,700),
the light mentioned was the light of the sun, but the sun had not yet
been formed, in the sense that the substance of the sun already
existed, having the power of illuminating in a general way, and then
later acquired a special and determinate power to produce particular
effects.®

This power of light, St. Thomas goes on to relate to the sub-
stance of the sun ““ quantum ad causam.” Here then we seem to
have a way of signifying substantial light which is in between
the literal and the intelligible. But is this so? The central ques-
tion must be as follows: does this power of light escape the sphere
of the metaphorical? And I think the answer has to be in the
negative, for the simple reasons that the word ““ power ” (virtus,
dynamis) stands as a metaphor, when applied to something that
it does not immediately signify. Yet at the same time this does
not mean that the thing signified is not real. To illustrate this,
we may take up the question which St. Thomas poses in ST la,
q. 13, (aa 3-6) a.6: “ Whether names predicated of God are
predicated primarily of creatures?” Thomas’s answer distin-
guishes two orders of priority: a priority according to the thing

2¢ De Diw. Nom. IV, 4; PG 3, 700.
25 §T. 1, q.67, a.4, obj. 2 and ad 2.
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itself, which starts with what is first in itself, that is, God; and
a priority according to signification, which starts with what is
best known to us, that is, creatures. In article 2 St. Thomas has
established that words like “ good” and “ wise” are predicated
of God in the category of substance (substantialiter), and though
they fail to represent adequately, *“ they do signify the divine sub-
stance.” These are analogical terms. Hence (art. 3), so far as
the perfections signified are concerned, they are used properly
(proprie) of God, ““ at magis proprie quam ipsis creaturis,” while
as to the mode of signifying these perfections, they are used in-
appropriately, “ for they have a mode of signifying which is ap-
propriate to creatures.”

What bearing does this have on the case of light? Clearly,
“light,” unlike goodness, beauty etc., cannot be applied literally
to God, nor even to the intelligence for that matter. No, the case
of light is different, and yet there does seem to be a predication
in the order of substance to be taken into account here as we have
indicated above. An answer might be suggested from Thomas’s
commentary on the De Interpretatione. Following Aristotle,
Thomas asks : what do names signify? And he answers that they
primarily signify neither things nor Platonic separated entities,
but rather the pathemata tes psuches, i.e. conceptions or essences:

“ passions in the soul ” must be understood here as conceptions of
the intellect, and names, verbs, and speech, signify these conceptions
of the intellect immediately according to the teaching of Aristotle.
. . . But because in Aristotle’s teaching man in the abstract does not
really subsist, but is only in the mind, it was necessary for Aristotle
to say that vocal sounds signify the conceptions of the intellect im-
mediately and things by means of them.” 2¢

Hence, we might suggest that according to the mode of sig-
nification light is metaphorically applied to the intelligible, where-
as according to the mode of essential predication it first signifies
the essence by means of which the thing itself is illuminated.

26 Trans. by Jean T. Oesterle in Aristotle: On Interpretation. Commentary
by St. Thomas and Cajetan (Milwaukee: Marquette, 1962), Lesson II, 16a,
3, p. 25.
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And, of course, this does not commit us to assuming, as Ricoeur
does *" for example, that there is a second reference, a reference
of the intension, for the essence and thing are mutually self-reveal-
ing, and in knowing the essence we are even closer to the thing,
so to speak, than in the identity of sense and sense-object in per-
ception.® The essence is indwelling, not a separate Platonic sub-
stance. Therefore, while intelligible light is a metaphor, it is
simultaneously in the order of substance, as it is also for Plotinus,
a natural and philosophically necessary completion of, and even
ground for, physical light. What I want to point out, then, is
that for both the idealism of Plotinus and the realism of Aquinas
an important metaphor such as that of light can never be “ mere-
ly metaphorical,” but instead requires two intersecting structures,
two forms of thought, the metaphorical transference and the
analogical line of substantial signification. And this means that
for these two thinkers metaphors cannot be mere substitution or
comparison or even a forgetting of the illusion upon which they
are built, for the physical trace is not erased or transformed but
remains a fundamental part of the intersecting but sharply dif-
ferentiated structures.?

My argument, then, is this: that in the entirely different phi-
losophies of Plotinus and St. Thomas Aquinas (and I cannot
emphasize this sufficiently) there is nonetheless an important

27 Paul Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor: Multi-Disciplinary Studies of the
Creation of Meaning in Language, trans. Robert Czerny with Kathleen Mec-
Laughlin and John Costello, S.J. (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978),
pp. 216-217.

28 On knowing in Aquinas see A. C. Pegis, “St. Thomas Aquinas and
Husserl on Intentionality ”, in Thomistic Papers I, ed. Victor B. Brezik,
(Center for Thomistic Studies, Houston, 1984).

29 Cf, Paul Ricoeur (see note 27), pp. 279-280: “If, however, this effect of
meaning (sc. this splintering of the name and its signification which cor-
responds to the extension of meaning) really originates in the predicative op-
eration itself, it is at the level of predication that analogy and metaphor
separate and intersect. One rests on the predication of transcendental terms,
the other on the predication of meanings that carry their material content
with them. Such is the magnificent exercise of thought which preserved the
difference between speculative discourse and poetic discourse at the very point
of their greatest proximity”.
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point of convergence in the metaphorical application of light to
the intelligible and in the substantial signification of light in the
intelligible which renders light a proper signification, albeit in-
adequate and simultaneously retentive of its material origin—a
proper signification for intelligible reality. And in my view this
means for St. Thomas that it is not only in theological but indeed
also in philosophical discourse, where the symbolic method leads
the mind to the supra-rational, that metaphor comes into its own
and may properly be employed to lead the mind to deeper under-
standing. And this is why, it seems to me, both Plotinus (in an
implicit, undeveloped manner) and Aquinas (in a much more
developed way) can speak literally * of a natural light (Jux
or lumen) of the created intellect by which, and in conjunction
with the properly termed lux glovice (““1Illa dispositio qua in-
tellectus creatus ad intellectualem divinae substantiae visionem
extollitur congrue lux gloriae dicitur . . . per hoc quod facit in-
tellectum patientem actu intelligere ” CG, LIII) the intellect un-
derstands and is also lifted up ad divinam substantiom videndam
(ibid.). There is no space here to show how Plotinus attempts
to bring out the natural character of internal light * or to contrast
Plotinian and Augustinian illumination. Here, in conclusion, we
can only indicate two further important characteristics of the suc-
cessful philosophical metaphor of light in St. Thomas and Ploti-
nus. For St. Thomas illumination is the natural activity of the
agent intellect which lights up the essence of the sensible thing
so that it becomes intelligible by the possible intellect. For
Thomas this means that the natural light of the mind in the proc-
ess of knowing is ““ a productive process in which receptivity and
activity unite fo produce something new” % and that it is also

30 For Plotinus (among other examples) see VI, 7[38], 17, 37-38. For
Aquinas see De Veritate, Q.X. a.6, Respondeo, passim for the two lines which
intersect in the rational soul. Swumma Contra Gentiles 53, passim.

31 On this see my “El simbolismo natural de la Luz en Plotino” (trans.
J. O. Vélasquez), Reviste de Filosofia (Univ. Chile), 25-26 (1985), pp. 51-56.

82 This assessment (by Hans Meyer, The Philosophy of St. Thomas Aguinas
trans. by Rev, Frederic Eckhof [St. Louis-London: Herder, 1945], p. 332)
cannot be sufficiently emphasized.
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simultaneously informed by the world.®® In other words, knowing
is a self-transcending reality in which the genuinely new is pro-
duced. I would suggest that, despite all major differences, this
is also true for Plotinus, first, in that the light and sight of in-
telligible knowing is pre-eminently creative (cf. VI,7[38],35,30-
33), and second, insofar as in the highest reaches of thought (and
indeed also of mystical experience) we are not furthest from the
world, but most united with its real meaning and all its possi-
bilities.** Indeed 1 would go further and say that in the intelligi-
ble both forms of signification, the metaphorical and the sub-
stantial, are finally united. Now if this is true of the heliotrope
for these two eminent forms of idealism and realism, then Nietz-
sche’s myth/substitution metaphor, Heidegger’s destruktion *
and Derrida’s endless circle of self-implication do not really apply,
for they cannot in any way explain how successful philosophical
metaphor continues not only to delight the soul of man and raise
it to new heights, but also to tell us something genuinely new
about the world in which we live.

33 Cf. A. C. Pegis (see note 28).

8¢ The assessment of Werner Beierwaltes, for example (in Denken des
Einen [Frankfurt, 1985], p. 147), is that the ascent to mystical union not only
perfects the human self, but is also the precondition of an intelligible turning
to the world.

35 To be fair to Heidegger these two characteristics I am here proposing
are not unlike the Lichtung of his late work and especially die Welt weltet,
which is part of the unique disclosure of Aletheia in the artwork in his “ Der
Ursprung des Kunstwerkes 7.
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QUINAS’S CONCERN for pedagogy is plain from his ex-
plicit discussions of the subject, the most noteworthy of
which is found in the preface to the Summa Theologiae.

His qualities as a teacher of beginning students have been brought
out by numerous modern authors, among whom are Josef
Pieper,* who underlines both Thomas’s ability to arouse wonder
and his use of ordinary language intelligible to all, and James
Weisheipl,® who points out that Aquinas’s commentaries on Aris-
totle reveal a concern for the neophyte who is trying to compre-
hend the relation between faith and reason.

One important aspect of Aquinas’s teaching on pedagogy gen-
erally does not get the attention it merits, however, and this is
the need for ‘manuductio.”?® ‘Manuductio’, or ¢ xepaywvia’
(literally, ‘ leading by the hand’) is an expression which Aquinas

* This paper was read at the Sixteenth International Conference on Patristic,
Mediaeval, and Renaissance Studies, Villanova University, Pennsylvania,
September 1991.

1 Cf. Josef Pieper, Guide to Thomas Aquinas (New York: Pantheon Books,
1962), c. 8.

2 Cf. James Weisheipl, O.P., Friar Thomas &’ Aquino (Washington, D.C.:
Catholic University of America Press, 1974), 281.

3 This article drew much of its inspiration from the works of Msgr. Maurice
Dionne, a thinker who both elaborated upon and consciously implemented
Aquinas’s teachings on this subject. Cf. especially: Initation & la logique, ed.
Yvan Pelletier (Ste-Foy, Québec: IL'Institut Apostolique Renaissance inc.,
1976), and La Nécessité de la logique en regard de chacune des vertus in-
tellectuelles, ed. Louis Brunet, vol. 1 (Québec: Société d’Etudes Aristoteli-
ciennes 1980), hereafter cited as La Néc.
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adopts from Dionysius.* It is a word that has different but re-
lated meanings in the moral, intellectual, and spiritual orders.
QOur intention is to elucidate the thomistic doctrine of ‘leading-
by-the-hand’ in the context of intellectual education, or ‘ mind
forming,” discussing its nature, its necessity, and its place in the
global picture of human knowing as outlined by Aquinas.

We will begin by delineating in general what manuductio is
by comparing two key passages, the first of which is to be found
in the Summa Theologiae :

The teacher leads the students from what is already known to knowl-
edge of things unknown in two ways. First, by putting before him
certain aids or instruments which his intellect uses in order to acquire
science ; for example, when he presents him with some less universal
proposition which nevertheless the student is able to judge from things
already known; or when he proposes to him some sensible examples,
or similitudes, or opposites, or some other things of this sort, from
which the intellect of the learner is led by the hand’ (manuducitur)
to the knowledge of a truth previously unknown to him. The other
way [the teacher leads the student] is when he strengthens the in-
tellect of the learner . . . inasmuch as he proposes the order of prin-
ciples to conclusions to the student, who perhaps by himself would
not have so much ability to put things together (virtutem collativam)
that from the principles he could deduce the conclusions. And there-
fore it is said in Posterior Analytics. Bk. 1, that ¢ demonstration is
a syllogism making one know’. And through this mode the one who
demonstrates makes the listener know.®

4« Cf. In Librum Beati Dionysii De Divinis Nomintbus Expositio (Turin:
Marietti, 1950), where St. Thomas comments on the following phrase from
Dionysius (p. 14) : “ér adriiy drayouérwr dvararixh xewpaywria” (“ad ipsam
sursum actorum suscitative manuductio ”). The commentary reads (p. 17,
# 48) : “ Further, it is necessary that man progress to better things; and as
to this, he says fifthly ¢ suscitative manuductio sursum actorum’ Le., those things
which go up, that is, make progress, ‘ad Ipsam’, namely to the Divinity.
[The expression] °suscitative’ manuductio, however, is used because not only
can one give a helping hand to those wanting to make progress, but one can
even stimulate or urge [people] to progress.” All transiations are my own.
Cf. also Quaestiones disputatae de veritate, q. 27, art. 4, ad 8: “ Unde Dionysius
dicit [cap. II Cael. Hierarch.], quod naturale est nobis ut per sensibilia in
Deum manuducamur,” hereafter cited as DV.

8 Summa Theologiae 1a, q. 117, art. 1. Hereafter cited as S7T.
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This latter way of teaching, namely, presenting the student
with the appropriate premises in their proper order, is the only
one mentioned in our other text, taken from the ““ De Magistro ”:

In discovery, the process of reason arriving at knowledge previously
unknown is when it applies common self-evident principles to deter-
minate matters, and from there proceeds to some particular con-
clusions, and from these to still others; whence, correspondingly, one
is said to teach another because one exhibits this discourse of reason,
which one performs in oneself by natural reason, to another through
signs, and thus the natural reason of the student through things of
this sort proposed to him, as through certain instruments, arrives at
the knowledge of things previously unknown. . .. [A] person is
said to cause science in another by the operation of the natural reason
of that other. . .. And according to this the Philosopher says . . .
that demonstration is a syllogism making one know.®

These passages show us, then, that teaching involves two dif-
ferent kinds of activities: presenting the order of the appropriate
premises in a demonstrative argument, and presenting things
other than the argument itself which aid the student to grasp the
premises, or their relation to the conclusion.

Another passage in which Aquinas speaks about manuductio
is also to be found in the Summa Theologiae :

[TThe listener who is able to grasp the intelligible truth when it is
presented baldly (nude prolatam) by the teacher shows ‘himself to
be of superior intellect to the one who needs to be led to this by
sensible examples (indiget sensibilibus exemplis ad hoc manuduci).?

Here the intelligible truth nude prolatam corresponds to demon-
stration in the text cited earlier, and the sensible examples to one
of the forms of manuductio explicitly named in that other text.

There is, however, a passage where Aquinas surprisingly uses
the expression ‘to lead by the hand’ in reference to presenting
the learner the order of the premises in an argument:

When some causes are known, some effects are readily known in
them; others, indeed, may be more hidden, as is manifested by the

8 DV, q. 11, art. 1.
7 8T, 11a-1lae, q. 174, art. 2c.
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fact that from some principles of demonstration some conclusions are
drawn immediately, certain others, indeed, not except through many
intermediary steps; and not just anyone by himself is capable of
knowing the latter, but it is necessary that he be led by another
(oportet quod ab alio manuducatur).®

Here we must simply recognize a more extended meaning of the
term, still in keeping with its etymological sense. A comparison
may be helpful here: while this expression is most often used in
reference to a young child who is taken by the hand in order to
insure safe arrival, it may also be employed of a child grown to
a certain autonomy who, though no longer requiring such direct
help, may still need verbal guidance. So, too, a teacher may be
faced with a learner who needs to have everything spelled out
in simpler and more concrete terms, or he may be dealing with
a learner who is already thinking at the appropriate level of
universality, but who needs instruction as to how to order uni-
versal propositions known to him so as to arrive at the truth he
is seeking. In both these latter cases the teacher leads the student,
and thus manuductio may refer in a general way to any help
given to a student to lead him to see a particular truth, or it may
be taken in the more specific sense of the help given to a learner
who is little knowledgeable about the matter discussed and little
experienced in thinking things out for himself.® The learner who
is already able to follow the steps of an argument manifests a
significant degree of autonomy in his pursuit of truth. Indeed
he is immediately disposed to discovering the truth for himself;
whence Aquinas says that he is not necessarily in need of a
teacher, but may perhaps be in need of one.® The more specific
sense of manuductio does not apply to such a learner, but rather

8DV, q.8, art. 4, ad 12.

® ‘I'm not following’ and ‘you lost me’ are both expressions indicating that
the other should slow down and use a little manuductio.

10 Note how the case referred to in DV, q. 8, art. 4, ad 12 is not just any
demonstration, but a demonstration where the steps are numerous. In such a
situation it is easy for the student to get lost; in which case assistance from
a teacher comes closer to being leading by the hand, rather than simply
leading.
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to one who can make no progress unless the teacher provide ex-
amples, similitudes, etc.

Up to this point our understanding of manuductio has been
through contrast with another part of teaching, namely, demon-
stration. Moreover, we have seen that manuductio is in fact
ordered to the latter: it ‘ boosts’ the student into a position from
which he is more able to appreciate a demonstration. We must
now go on to determine more specifically what performs this
function. Although there is no explicit definition of manuductio
in Aquinas, one is easily adduced from what he says. In view
of establishing a basis for answering the question as to precisely
what sort of thing manuductio is, we shall first examine some of
its particular forms.

Aquinas lists four things which lead the learner ‘ by the hand’
to new knowledge: (1) less universal propositions which the
student can judge from what he knows already; (2) sensible
examples; (3) likenesses or comparisons; (4) opposites. After
first presenting examples of each form, we will proceed to discern
what characterizes an instrument of manuductio. Since sensible
examples constitute the simplest of its forms, these will be con-
sidered first.™*

When explaining the different grades of life, Aquinas notes
that the second is made up of immobile animals, and he adds by
way of example: “ as are oysters.” ** And when speaking about
necessity, he says: “ Even present things, insofar as they are
present, have a certain necessity; for it is necessary that Socrates
sit when he sits.” ** In the context of ethics, he furnishes the fol-
lowing example: ““ The fact that something is so is known
through experience and habituation, for example (puta), that
concupiscence s overcome through abstinence.” ** The use of the

11 Nowadays *sensible’ examples are commonly called ‘ concrete’ examples;
although perhaps not every sensible example is a concrete example. Note also
that the ST is replete with examples of manuductio; which is not surprising
given that it is a work addressed specially to beginners.

12 8T 1a, q. 18, art. 2, ad 1.

13 ST Ila-Ilae, q. 49, art. 6c.

1¢ Iy Decem Libros Ethicorum Aristotelis ed Nicomachum (Turin: Marietti,
1934), # 53. Hereafter cited as In Ethicorum.
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word ‘puta,” which means ‘think [of],” is appropriate because
one thinks of something which one already knows, and the ex-
ample is a means of leading the learner to new knowledge in
virtue of its being something which the learner already knows.

Turning now to the use of those less universal propositions
which the student can judge, which constitute the first-named
form of manuductio, Aquinas furnishes this example:

If it is manifest to someone that a thing is so it is little necessary
that that person know why it is so in order to act. Just as (sicut)
it suffices for a doctor to know that this herb cures this sickness in
order to heal someone.®

The student may not at first grasp the more universal statement,
while being readily enough able to judge the less universal state-
ment, which thus provides a basis from which the more universal
principle can be grasped.*®

Passing now to similitudes, we find a good example of how
they are to be employed in the {ollowing text, where Aquinas ex-

15 Ibid., # 54. Another example of the same would be: “It is illicit for one
man to intend to kill another in order to defend himself, except for the one
having public authority, who, intending to kill the man for the sake of his
own defense, refers this to the public good, as is manifest in the soldier fight-
ng against the ememy, and in the policeman fighting robbers.” ST Ila-1lae,
q. 64, art. 7c.

18 It is not always easy to distinguish between a concrete example and a
proposition which is less universal. For instance, in the passage from In
Ethicorum (# 53), one might say that * it suffices for a doctor to know that
this herb cures this sickness in order to heal someone,” is an example of the
general principle. Even an apparently concrete example, such as: “It is nec-
essary that Socrates sit when he sits” is actually a universal statement, rather
than a concrete example, since the ‘when’ here means whenever. Strictly
speaking a concrete example would regard some particular thing or event
situated at a particular time and place, e.g., remember how Aunt Mabel cured
her cold last summer with that herb when she didn’t even know its name.
The mind has a tendency to universalize, often doing so even without an ade-
quate basis in experience. Note also that Aquinas speaks about sensible ex-
amples, and not concrete examples, and thus he does not necessarily intend to
divide example against less universal statement, and there may in fact be over-
lapping of these two forms. Also to be taken into account is the fact that
some less universal statements express truths about sensible reality, and some
do not. This point is in need of further investigation.
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plains why good and bad fortune seem so haphazardly distributed
among just and unjust alike:

[Blecause we are ignorant [of the right rule of providence] things
seem to us to come about in a disorderly and irrational way; just
as if someone entered am artisaw’'s shop, the artisan’s tools would
seem to him to be uselessly multiple, if he did not know the reason
for using each; which multiplicity appears to have a reasonable cause
to the one who has insight into the virtue of the art*’

Such comparisons do not prove the points in question, but do
make them more intelligible to the beginner.

Aquinas uses that instrument of manuductio which proceeds
through opposites in resolving the question of whether honestas
is a part of temperance:

We have already said that homestas is a certain spiritual beauty.
The beautiful, however, is opposed to the ugly. And opposites are
what most manifest each other. Hownestas scems then to especially
belong to temperance which repels the things which are ugliest and
most indecent for man, namely, bestial pleasures.®

The reader familiar with Aristotle’s Topics cannot help but
note that the instruments of manuductio seem to correspond to
those of the dialectician.®® This might lead one to suppose that
manuductio is nothing other than dialectic, or that dialectic is
nothing but manuductio. After all, dialectic is an art which aids
discovery, teaching one to do more perfectly and systematically
what one does naturally when one seeks to discover something.
And since teaching is an art which imitates nature, ideally the
teacher retraces the process of discovery he went through, minus
the fruitless steps. ‘

7DV, q. 5, art. 5, ad 6. Other well-known comparisons which Aquinas
makes include those between art and nature, and between intellectus and
synderests.

18 ST Ila-Ilae, q. 145, art. 4c. Another example of the use of opposites is
found in the discussion of what it means to live: “ We say that an animal
lives when it begins to have motion from itself; and we judge the animal to
live so long as such a motion appears in it; when indeed it no longer has some
wmotion from itself, but is moved only by another, then we say that the anmimal
is dead, through the extinction of life in it.” ST la, q. 18, art. lc.

19 Cf, Aristotle, Topics, especially, Bk. 1, ¢. 13.



208 MARIE I. GEORGE

However, there is reason to think that manuductio is better
defined in terms of something other than dialectic. For there is
a passage where Aquinas maintains that the teacher can lead the
student by the hand by presenting arguments which are to be
accepted simply on the authority of the teacher. In this he fol-
lows Aristotle who says that ““ it is necessary for the learner to
take things on trust.” * A teacher can assist the beginner by
presenting him a difficult argument with instructions to: ‘learn
it by heart, and then we will get into some of the subleties.” Trust
in a teacher is not proposed as a substitute for the learner’s un-
derstanding things for himself, but rather as an aid to his doing
so. For to be presented with the correct explanation, even before
one is able to understand it, is an advantage insofar as one has
definite words to keep in mind, and to reflect upon, until that time
when, in the light of experience, one comes to see for oneself the
truth of what one has been told.

The reason that trust in a teacher’s words provides a kind of
manuductio stems from the human mind’s limited capabilities:
“ Perfectae cognitionis homo in sui principio capax non est” *-—
our mind does not instantly seize the natures of things, and the
necessary connections existing between them, but arrives at them
only gradually, starting from sense experience. Since this process
is lengthy and far from automatic, help from other individuals

20Cf. DV, q. 14, art. 10c: “[I]n the beginning . . . the instructor does not
immediately present the one he is instructing the notions (rationes) of the
subtleties about which he intends to instruct him: because then immediately in
the beginning the one who 1s instructed would have perfect science; rather the
teacher presents him certain things the reasons of which the student does not
know at the time when he is first instructed; however, afterwards he is to
know them when he has been perfected in science. And therefore [Aristotle]
says, that it is necessary for the learner to believe [Sophistical Refutations,
165b3] : and he could not arrive at perfect science in another manner than by
holding as true those things handed to him in the beginning, whose notions at
that time he was not able to seize. . . . [Mlan in the beginning is not capable
of perfect knowledge; whence it is necessary that he accept some things
through the way of belief (per viam credendi), through which he is led
(manuducatur) to arriving at perfect knowledge.”

21 Ibid.
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who have traced the path before us is necessary if we are to make
any significant progress.

We can see now that the instruments of manuductio are not
only the fruits of the instruments of dialectic used to lead the
learner, but are anything which helps the learner to see a given
truth because of being adapted to the natural weakness and im-
perfection of the mind.*?* Ifor, while arguments of authority have
their place in a dialectical discussion,? faith or firm conviction in
what another says does not.

Further confirmation of our thesis is readily drawn by review-
ing the four instruments which Aquinas names; for they all can
be seen to minister to the weakness of a mind which is not ready
at first to handle things of any great universality or intelligibility.
For Aquinas, the most fundamental facts about the way in which
our mind operates are that its starting point is sense experience
and its goal 1s wisdom, i.e., scientific knowledge of the causes of
all that is, and especially of the things which have the most be-
ing. There is a great distance between what we first know, name-
ly, sensible things, which are less intelligible in themselves,* and
what we ultimately seek to know. A demonstration explains
things in terms of what is most intelligible in itself, i.e., in terms
of causes, and thus while it constitutes the substance of science,
it is nourishment too tough for the mind to digest in the begin-
ning. A teacher who provides the student with nothing but ab-
stract arguments, in the manner of certain scholastic manuals,
strains the student’s mind. To avoid deforming the mind, one

22 Msgr. Maurice Dionne remarks that: “[X] is not a good master for a
young person because of his ignorance of the mode of the soul in Enowing,
which is marvelously described in question 117 [of the ST1.” Emphasis mine.
Les réfutations sophistiques, Vol. 1, Ed. Yvan Pelletier (Ste-Foy, Québec:
I’ Institut Apostolique Renaissance, 1976), 196.

28 Arguments {rom authority are “the weakest form of argument”. Cf. ST
Ia, . 1,art. 8 ad 2.

24 Cf. In Duodecim Libros Metaphysicorum Aristotelis Expositio # 285
(Turin: Marietti, 1964) : “ The human soul . . . by nature is the act of an
organic body; it has a natural aptitude for knowing truth about bodies and
sensible things, which are less knowable by their nature, on account of their
materiality, but nevertheless are able to be known through abstraction from the
phantasms of sensible things.” Ci. also # 282. Hereafter cited as Meta.
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must first nourish it with things which are more proportioned to
it, i.e., things which are closer to sense. ‘‘ The mode of knowing
connatural to man is to be led (manuducatur) to invisible things
through visible things.” ** Our natural knowledge has its begin-
ning in sense; whence our natural knowledge can extend only so
far as it can be led through sensible things.” *® This explains why
almost every text on manuductio mentions sensible things.*

The use of less universal propositions makes provision for the
weakness of our minds,?® inasmuch as being closer to sense, they
are naturally more known to us than what is more universal and
intelligible in itself.”®

Similitudes and differences are helpful because we do not see
directly into the nature of things, but have to compare them and
contrast them with things extraneous to them.** For, since “ our
knowledge begins from sense which bears on exterior accidents,

25 ST Ia, q. 43, art. 7c.

26 ST Ta, q. 12, art. 12¢.

27Cf. Lo Néc., 18: “ Sense is a necessity for the intellect. If one removed
all the examples in the treatises of Aristotle so as to keep only the discourse
which is strictly speaking intelligible, we could no longer understand them,
and this would be especially the case in those treatises which are most in-
telligible by nature, as are to the highest degree the Metaphysics and the logi~
cal treatises. The more a discipline is abstract and difficult, the more it needs
to be taught using manuductio. And this, once again, is what is being said in
the Divine Names: ‘ Reason nourishes itself from the senses’. Senses which
are well nourished contribute greatly to the intellect’s growth.”

28 Cf, ST Ia, q. 106, art. 1c: “[Dloctores, quod in summa capiunt, multi-
pliciter distinguunt providentes capacitati aliorum.”

29 Cf. Meta. # 45: “ Those things which are most removed from what is
sensible are difficult for man to know; for sense knowledge is common to all,
since from it all human knowledge takes its beginning. But those things which
are most universal are most removed from what is sensible, because sense is
of singulars; therefore universals are most difficult to man to know.” Cf. also
Meta. # 46. .

30 Cf. In Ethicorum, # 131, 132: “ It is necessary that something which was
formerly said in outline (figuraliter), ie, according to some likeness and
description which is in some manner extrinsic to the thing . . . thereafter be
more fully described. . . . [Tlhe reason for this is that it belongs to human
nature to use reason to know the truth. It is not however proper to reason to
immediately apprehend the truth; and therefore it belongs to man to perfect
himself little by little in the knowledge of the truth.”
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our intellect from this exterior knowledge is barely able to arrive
at interior knowledge of things.” ® Thus when we first try to
define things, we generally start off by saying something in the
line of: ‘it is like this” or ‘it is like this, but it is not quite the
same.” Moreover, lacking immediate insight into the natures of
things, we are more sure that a thing is such when we see in
contrast that its opposite is not that way.**

Is everyone, then, in need of manuductio? We must recall that
teaching is an art which ministers to nature, and that man is
naturally endowed with the ability to discover. While no one
can dispense with sensible examples,®® comparison with sensible
things, and such like, since the need for these stems from the very
nature of the mind, it is possible, nonetheless, for one to come up
with them by oneself. However, while what is most propor-
tioned to the human mind are the natures of sensible things, the
mind is very weak even in regard to these; as Aquinas so bluntly
puts it: “ no philosopher could ever completely investigate the na-
ture of a fly.” ** And the mind is plainly even less well off when
it comes to understanding non-sensible things. The dispropor-
tion between what is first known to us and what we seek to know
is the initial situation of every human individual®®* While it is

31 Summa Contra Gentiles, Bk. IV, c. 1.

32 Aquinas says that “opposites are what most manifest each other” (ST
ITa-TIae, q. 145, art. 4¢). Cf. also In Ethicorum, # 679: “ Et quia opposita
ex invicem manifestantur. . . .” The ability to grasp differences makes more
demands on the intellect. It is relatively easy to note similitudes; indeed we
are often deceived by similitudes due to the comparative difficulty of discern-
ing differences. Msgr. Dionne takes up the very interesting question of whether
any of the instruments of manuductio allow the learner to come to a definitive
conclusion. He argues that this can happen only in the case of one instrument
alone: differences. Cf. La Néc., 15-27.

33 Cf. Paul Valéry, Variétés, Vol. I, quoted in La Néc., 83: “ One has to
resign oneself to wallowing in examples. Wallowing sometimes results in
splashing up a few drops of light.”

3¢ In Symbolum Apostolorum Exposiito, # 864, Marietti edition.

35 One is in need of manuductio in some disciplines more than others, ac-
cording as that discipline is more or less proportioned to the mind. For ex-
ample, a great deal of manuductio is required in logic, wherezs next to none
is required in mathematics.



212 MARIE I. GEORGE

true that certain individuals are more able to be led by the things
themselves ® than are others, virtually everyone at some time is
in need of being led by the hand or, at very least, would have
progressed better with such help, and most of us are in need of
it most of the time.

It is easy enough to identify other forms of manuductio now
that we see that an instrument of manuductio is anything which
helps the learner to see a given truth because of being propor-
tioned to the natural weakness and imperfection of the mind.*
To name a few: a studeni should first be presented with the more
general issues, before having to face very particular problems.
In approaching a given issue, a student should be given a gen-
eral idea of what is at stake, before getting into the details of
rigorous argumentation. One particularly good way of doing the
latter is to take up the opposed views of other thinkers.*® When
explaining a concept one ought to start, where possible, from the
etymology of the word used to express it, since the etymological
meaning is more concrete and closer to sense.®® Also, since we
naturally wonder more readily about sensible and imaginable
things than about intellectual problems hidden beneath the sur-
face, the teacher ought to find suitable comparisons with tangible
things so as to provoke wonder in students about intellectual
matters which otherwise would appear to them to be of remote

36 Long before Aquinas, Aristotle spoke of people ‘being led by things’; cf.
Metaphysics 984al18.

371 add “in seeing a given truth ”, because there are other things which the
good teacher will present to the learner, but which are not ordered to seeing
any specific truth, being rather general in application. These are logic and
also the proper methods of the different particular disciplines. A good teacher
will teach a student the method of a discipline before the discipline (Cf. Meta.
# 335), but Aquinas never calls such teaching manuductio. Rather, manu-
ductio is used to bring the student to understand particular truths, including
truths about method.

38 As Aquinas does, for instance, when he addresses the question of whether
we have intellectual knowledge about sensible reality. Instead of simply stat-
ing the answer, he first takes up the opposing views of Heraclitus and Plato.

39 Aquinas’s actual practice, as well as what he says in ST Ia, q. 18, art. 2¢,
shows that he sees examination of a word’s etymology to be useful as manu-
ductio.
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interest. Many more forms of manuductio could be named, but
those we have given should suffice.

Let us then sum up what we have seen: Teaching is to imitate
discovery. The process of discovery starts from what is best
known to us but least knowable in itself, namely, sensible things,
and ends when universal principles are correctly applied to the
matter at hand. Since there is a great distance between these
two points, the mind must be provided with a variety of aids or
instruments which it can both grasp and use to progress toward
scientia perfecta. These instruments, when presented to the stu-
dent by a teacher, are forms of manuductio. The teacher who
neglects using these aids, in favor of arguments which are more
cogent in themselves, overtaxes the student’s mind, and thus con-
duces to its deformation.

Plainly, a general study such as ours leaves many interesting
questions concerning manuductio unanswered. Our central pur-
pose, however, has been to provide the basis for, and hopefully
kindle an interest in, further study of a thomistic doctrine of
singular value to anyone concerned with effective teaching.
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N COMPOSING the introduction to Natural Right and

History in the early 1950’s, Leo Strauss described the situa-

tion in American social science as a division between two
parties: the modern liberals of one persuasion or another, who
had largely abandoned natural right altogether, and the students
of Thomas Aquinas.* Since the fundamental goal of that book
was a recovery of the classical or pre-modern theory of natural
right, one might have anticipated that Strauss’s work would have
been received enthusiastically by the latter group. If nothing else,
Strauss and the Thomists were natural allies because they shared
the same modern enemies: namely, historicism (the view that
all human thought is confined to the immediate historical horizon
of the thinker) and positivism (the view that human thought
cannot make value judgments, but only judgments about observ-
able matters of fact). Beyond that, Strauss explored very seri-
ously the issues of reason and revelation and of religion and
politics—both of which are crucial for Thomistic political
thought.

Yet, despite such favorable auguries, a congenial affiliation of

* The author wishes to acknowledge the helpful criticisms he received in
the preparation of this manuscript from David Calhoun of the Philosophy De-
partment at Gonzaga University.

1Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1953), pp. 2, 7.
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Straussians and Thomists was never formed.? Many factors
probably contributed to the losing of the opportunity,® but pre-
sumably chief among them was the fact that, even though
Strauss’s view of Thomas was genuinely respectful, it was not
unequivocally sympathetic. Strauss preferred classical natural
right theory to modern natural right theory, and he came to the
conclusion that Thomas’s teaching on natural right—while cer-
tainly ‘pre-modern’ *—introduced novelties into the classical
position which weakened it rather than improved it. The goal of
this essay is to analyze Strauss’s reservations about Thomas’s
statement of the problem of natural right. Such an analysis will,
I hope, contribute to a more fruitful exchange between the
students of Leo Strauss and those of Thomas Aquinas.

I

Perhaps the best way to initiate an explanation of Strauss’s
view of the differences between classical and Thomistic natural
right is to contrast the starting points of the two theories. The
classical approach begins with what is said about right, with the
everyday opinions that are held about what is just. From such
an immediate starting point the classical approach ascends to-
ward true knowledge through the process of dialectics. Although
all people have views about what is just, in fact such opinions,
when examined through friendly disputation with a philosopher,
are almost always found to be self-contradictory; however, the

2 This is not to suggest that Strauss was completely ignored and rejected
by the Thomists. For an overview of the Thomistic literature which has con-
sidered Strauss, see James V. Schall, “ Revelation, Reason and Politics: Cath-
olic Reflexions on Strauss,” Gregorianum 62 (1981), 349-365, 467-497.

3 See Ernest L. Fortin, “ Rational Theologians and Irrational Philosophers:
A Straussian Perspective,” Interpretation 12 (1984), 349-350.

¢ For Strauss, the fundamental division within the history of political philos-
ophy was between the ancients and the moderns. He understood Thomas to be
in the former camp and was critical of contemporary Thomists who, under
pressure from the success of modern physics, had attempted to ‘modernize’
Thomas by jettisoning his teleological view of nature. See Natural Right and
History, pp. 7-8; What is Political Philosophy? (Westport, Connecticut:
Greenwood Press, 1959), pp. 285-6.
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very fact that one comes to realize that contradiction and secks to
rectify it points to the fact that human beings realize that a more
comprehensive, non-contradictory view might be possible. The
contradictions thus force one to ascend beyond the opinions that
are at best only partially true toward an ever more consistent
view, a view based on nature; if such a process could reach cul-
mination, the culmination would constitute a statement of what is
right by nature.®

The starting point in Thomas’s theory of natural right is not
what is said about justice; rather, as can be seen in the structure
of the questions on law in the Summa theologiae, Thomas begins
at the extreme opposite of the spectrum of truth, with God.
God’s wisdom rules the entire universe in accord with God’s
eternal law or providence. Human beings, however, are not sub-
ject to providence in the same way as irrational natures, which
pursue their appropriate ends without understanding. Through
the capacities of conscience, human beings have an immediate
intellectual grasp of the end of human nature and so move toward
that end voluntarily. They are therefore not mindlessly subject to
providence, but actually participate in it, in the sense that they
apply God’s natural law, known to the human conscience, to
themselves.®

The difference in the two approaches is striking. For the class-
ical natural right theorists, one ascends to the knowledge of
natural right through dialectics; for Thomas, the knowledge
about what is according to nature is a descent, from God, through
providence, to the law known by the human conscience, to de-
duced conclusions about natural law. As Strauss puts if, the
Socratic method begins not with what is first in itself or first
by nature, but with what is first for us, with the opinions.” The
implication is that Thomas, on the other hand, begins with what
is first in itself or first by nature, i.e. God. For Socrates, then,
knowledge of natural right is always accessible but never imme-

5 Natural Right end History, pp. 123-6.
¢ Summa theologiae, Ia-Ilae, q. 91, aa. 1-2; q. 93, a2. 1-6; q. 94, a. 1.
7 Natural Right and History, pp. 123-4.
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diate; the laborious endeavor of dialectics is always the pre-con-
dition, and only philosophers master dialectics. For Thomas,
though, we do have immediate access to natural right through
the conscience or, more precisely, synderesis—an intellectual
habitus which contains the first precepts of the law of nature.®
Strauss emphasizes the importance and uniqueness of syn-
deresis to Thomistic natural right theory. He insists that the
origing of the term are fo be found in Christian patristic authors
rather than in classical antiquity and that the intellectual habitus
which the term names is something quite foreign to classical
natural right theory. He is willing to admit that human beings
experience “a kind of divination that not everything is per-
mitted,” but suggests that such a divination is as apt to result in
absurd taboos as it is in an understanding of natural right.®
Strauss’s concerns about Thomas’s suggestion that natural
right is known through synderesis as opposed to Socratic dia-
lectics may at first seem tangential. Why does Strauss think that
the issue is so crucial for the fate of natural right? The argu-
ment repeatedly raised against natural right is that knowledge of
what is just varies from one society to another, from one his-
torical epoch to another, whereas natural right must be unchange-

8 Summe theologice, la, q. 79, aa. 11-12; Ia-Ilae, q. 94, a. 1; De weritate,
q. 16, a. 1.

¢ Natural Right and History, pp. 129-130, 157-8. The origin of Thomas’s
concept of synderesis is a matter of dispute among scholars. Harry V. Jaffa
[Thomism and Aristotelianism: A Study of the Commentary by Thomas
Aguinas on the Nicomachean Ethics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1952), 173], a student of Strauss, follows the lead of his teacher, pointing out
that Thomas himself mentions Basil and Jerome as authorities for the exist-
ence of synderesis. Oscar J. Brown [Natural Rectitude and Divine Low in
Aquinas (Toronto: Pontificial Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1981), pp. 175-
7] says that most authorities agree that the term itself entered the milieu of
scholasticism through the commentary of Jerome on Ezekiel. Michael Bertram
Crowe [“The Natural Law Before St. Thomas,” Irish Ecclesiastical Record
76 (1951), 193-204] suggests that William of Auxerre is a more immediate
source of the idea of a habitus of practical first principles parallel to the habitus
of speculative first principles. John J. Schrems [“ A Reexamination of Harry
V. Jaffa’s Thomism and Aristotelionism,” Political Science Reviewer 18 (1988),
179-181] insists that the basic idea of synderesis may be found in Aristotle’s
Ethics (1151a15).
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able; the variety of opinions concerning justice supposedly proves
that there is nothing which is just by nature. Strauss, however,
is merciless in attacking this argument, insisting upon its irrele-
vance repeatedly in Natural Right and History® Indeed, he
initiates the very first chapter of the book with an assault upon
this argument, claiming instead that unanimity of opinion con-
cerning natural right is in no way ‘“a necessary condition” of
the existence of natural right:

Some of the greatest natural right teachers have argued that, pre-
cisely if natural right is rational, its discovery presupposes the culti-
vation of reason, and therefore natural right will not be known uni-
versally : one ought not even to expect any real knowledge of natural
right among savages. In other words, by proving that there is no
principle of justice that has not been denied somewhere or at some
time, one has not yet proved that any given denial was justified or
reasonable.

According to Strauss, the argument that lack of consent dis-
proves natural right is the very same argument used by the con-
ventionalists against natural right teaching in antiquity. As he
puts it, the argument ““ has shown an amazing vitality through-
out the ages, a vitality which seems to contrast with its intrinsic
worth.” *?

It would seem that Strauss’s concern about Thormas’s doctrine
of synderesis is connected to this conventionalist criticism. The
classical expression of the natural right teaching is immune to
the objection which points to a lack of common consent about
justice because the classical view does not claim that there should
be common consent about justice. Indeed, for the dialectical ap-
proach the various and competing opinions about justice are
precisely the pre-condition necessary in order for the question
about natural right to arise. That most people do not know
natural right is a given for the ancient authors.*® It is not, how-
ever, so obvious that the Thomistic expression of natural right

10 Natural Right and History, pp. 9-10, 97-8, 124-5.
11 Tbid,, p. 9.

12 Tbid., p. 97.

13 Tbid,, pp. 10, 124-6.
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theory, which attempts to erect its foundations on the habitus of
synderesis, can adequately answer the conventionalist objection.
If synderesis is common to all human beings, should not all
human beings have knowledge of natural right? Consequently,
should there not be common consent about what is right by na-
ture? This problem is compounded by Thomas’s view that what
is right by nature is actually natural low. The term “law,” as
Thomas himself notes, implies promulgation.** The law must be
known or else it is not law. If one does not know a law, one can-
not be held fully responsible for failing to abide by it. In other
words, once Thomas has asserted that what is right by nature
is actually natural law, does he not have to say that everyone
knows that law ? **

Thomas, of course, clearly saw the problem himself and at-
tempted to solve it by means of the distinction between primary
and secondary precepts of the natural law. The primary precepts
of the natural law are what synderesis knows immediately, and
human knowledge of these precepts is immutable. These un-
changing first precepts need to be applied to contingent matters,
however, and this gives rise to the secondary precepts. These
secondary precepts follow very closely from the primary precepts,
and so consequently in the vast majority of cases such precepts
are known. Nevertheless, it is possible that, due to the required
descent from the unchanging first principles into the realm of con-
tingent human events, in a few instances a person or even a
whole group might be ignorant of one of these secondary precepts.
The thieving Germans, Thomas says, were a case in point, for
they were ignorant of the secondary natural law precept forbid-
ding stealing.*®

Thomas thus anticipates the conventionalist criticism concern-
ing universal knowledge or comsent. Still, while perhaps his
theory does not require universal consent concerning natural
right, does it not require at least majority consent? Surely it

14 Summa theologiae, Ia-1lae, q. 90, a. 4, ad 1.
15 Jaffa, Thomism and Aristotelianism, p. 172,
16 Summe theologiae, l1a-1lae, g. 94, a. 4.
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must at least be said that the knowledge of natural right cannot
be limited to the wise as in the Socratic view, for that would
clearly violate the meaning of promulgation. Furthermore, one
wonders what happens as one applies the natural law to ever more
contingent circumstances. In such cases, will natural law still be
known to all, or at least to most? In discussing the Mosaic law,
Thomas mentions a tertiary group of moral precepts which, un-
like the charity commandments or the decalogue, would have
been accessible only to the wise if God had not revealed them.'’
However, Thomas is silent about a corresponding tertiary group
of natural law precepts not immediately accessible to everyone;
perhaps this is because it is difficult to see how such precepts,
which lack promulgation if they are known only to the wise,
could constitute a law.

Perhaps in the end Thomas does have an answer to the con-
ventionalist objection about consent. However, the very least
that can be said is that this problem of the knowledge of what is
right by nature raises all sorts of problems for Thomas which
were simply not obstacles for the ancient theory of natural
right. According to Thomas, those who do not know natural
right are in the extreme minority; according to Plato, those who
do know natural right—the philosophers—are in the extreme
minority. Consequently, those who object to natural right teach-
ing on the basis of human ignorance of natural right are clearly
going to find Thomas an easier target than the classical authors.

II

According to Strauss, Thomas’s doctrine of synderesis as the
divine promulgation of the natural law has the effect of obfuscat-
ing the classical link between natural right and the question con-
cerning the best regime. In classical natural right thinking, nat-
ural right is based upon human nature, but human nature is poli-
tical, for human beings cannot be perfected, cannot live well, ex-
cept by living with others. This means that what is right by na-

17 Ibid., q. 100, aa. 1, 3, and 11.
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ture for man will necessarily include an understanding of what is
right by nature for man’s political life, i.e. an understanding of
justice.*® But what is right by nature for man’s political life is
a question that is answered by a determination of the question
concerning the best regime. The ancients did not spin stories
about the best regime just because they had nothing better to do;
the best regime is natural right ‘ writ large’:

The classic natural right doctrine in its original form, if {fully de-
veloped, is identical with the doctrine of the best regime. For the
question as to what is by nature right or as to what is justice finds
its complete answer only through the construction, in speech, of the
best regime.*®

Thomas, of course, accepted the Aristotelian teaching that man
is by nature political, and he does treat the question of the best
regime. However, that question is not an issue of paramount
importance to his theory; certainly the doctrine of the best regime
is not the fullest or most complete expression of the natural law.
In a footnote, Strauss directs the reader to Thomas’s teaching
that the regime of ancient Israel constituted the best regime.?
According to Thomas, however, that regime was founded not by
the moral precepts of the Mosaic law, which are basically cor-
relates of the natural law precepts, but by the judicial precepts of
Moses, which are only derivations from the moral precepts—
derivations that do not have the full intelligibility and moral
force of the natural law. Most significantly, after the coming of
Christ those judicial precepts prescribing the best regime are
abrogated.”™ Thus, the teaching about the best regime, which is
paramount to the teaching of the Republic and of the Laws, plays
only a minor and dispensable role in Thomas’s natural law teach-
ing. What constitutes the fullest expression of natural right for
the former is for the latter a relatively unimportant topic.

Strauss argues that the reason why Thomas was able to dis-

18 Natural Right and History, p. 129.

19 Thid,, p. 144.

20 Thid,, p. 144, n. 20.

21 Summa theologiae, la-1lae, q. 99, aa. 2, 4; q. 104, aa. 1, 3; ¢. 105, a. 1.
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engage natural right from the question about the best regime was
that he linked natural right, or, to speak more precisely, nat-
ural law, to the notion of a divine lawgiver. In Thomas’s theory,
the natural law is higher than a discussion of the best regime,
for it has been promulgated by God through synderesis and is
therefore in effect always and everywhere—even in a bad regime,
or even among those who do not live in a city. The natural law
requires the observance of the decalogue and the moral precepts
it embodies; such a code must be followed in a democracy, an
aristocracy, an oligarchy, a monarchy, a tyranny, or a mixed
regime. The natural law does not require a particular form of
regime; instead, it requires that a particular set of precepts be
observed in all regimes.*

These observations bring us to one of Strauss’s central con-
cerns about Thomas’s view of natural right. According to
Strauss, classical natural right thinking was a very flexible theory
that took into account the legitimate demands of expediency and
urgency. One might come to know natural right through an-
swering the question about the best regime, but no one claimed
that this regime could exist always and everywhere. Indeed, the
chances that such a regime should ever come into existence are
exceedingly small. Philosophers, who know natural right, prob-
ably do not want to rule because they prefer to devote themselves
to higher pursuits, and even if they for some reason were per-
suaded to rule, the non-philosophical majority probably would
not want them, preferring their own opinions to the naturally
just. Therefore, while the existence of the best regime is always
theoretically possible, the best regime is in fact always constructed
in speech. Moreover, the best regime is only best in optimal con-
ditions. Most peoples, not being sufficiently perfected, could not
have such a political regime. A regime less than the best regime
is thus best for most cities.

The exigencies of the present situation are consequently ac-
corded great status in ancient natural right thinking. It was un-
derstood that natural right will frequently, nay, almost always,

22 Natural Right end History, p. 144.
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have to be suspended by political rulers. In other words, natural
right requires what Strauss calls ““ dilution.” Without such dilu-
tion, natural right is not beneficial to the city and instead becomes
only a tremendous threat to stability, for virtually no regimes can
truly be said to be by nature just:

In descending into the cave, the philosopher admits that what is in-
trinsically or by nature the highest is not the most urgent for man.
. . . When attempting to guide the city, he knows then in advance
that, in order to be useful or good for the city, the requirements of
wisdom must be qualified or diluted.?®

Strauss explains that this position of the ancients must not be
confused with “ relativism.” ** Indeed, he says, there is ““a uni-
versally valid hierarchy of ends,” but the demands of urgency are
also legitimate, and the most urgent end may be a lower end than
other, less urgent but more noble ends. In such a situation, the
classical theorists felt that it was a sign of nobility to seek, as
much as possible, the higher end over the urgent end, to make
the higher end the most urgent end; still, cne could not say that
the demands of urgency ought never to be preferred to a higher,
less urgent end.*

In Thomas’s view, of course, it is possible that in exireme in-
stances certain precepts of the natural law can legitimately be
suspended. The fundamental primary precepts of the natural law
do not admit of dispensation at all, but the more concrete con-
clusions of those precepts, the secondary precepts, may admit of
dispensation. The example that Thomas gives of such a dispens-
able precept is the case of returning a pledge to a man who in-
tends to use it to attack one’s own country.®

Be this as it may, says Strauss, Thomas’s dispensable natural
laws are still secondary precepts of a law promulgated and en-

23 Ibid., p. 152.

24 FEven less must it be confused with an unconscious “dance with Machia-
velli” as Schall [“ A Latitude for Statesmanship? Sirauss on St. Thomas,”
Review of Politics 53 (1991), 128] suggests.

25 Natural Right and History, pp. 162-3.

28 Sumina theologiae, Ya-1lze, q. 94, a. 4.
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forced by God. Perhaps on the rarest of occasions they may be
suspended, but only on the rarest of occasions. Whereas Plato’s
doctrine of dilution recognized that natural right existed virtual-
ly nowhere except in a city constructed in speech, Thomas’s doc-
trine of dispensations implies that the natural law must be prac-
ticed virtually always and everywhere. By standing over and im-
mediately judging all positive law, Thomas’s natural law theory
has the effect of drastically restricting the latitude required by
political leaders to confront the urgencies of the present situa-
tion”” In Strauss’s mind, then, the ubiquitous presence of the
divine lawgiver has the effect of rendering the natural law teach-
ing inflexible, and it was partially against this inflexible teach-
ing that the modern political thinkers rebelled.?®

111

In analyzing Strauss’s understanding of these Thomistic inno-
vations in natural right theory, it becomes clear that all paths
of questioning lead to Thomas’s divine, provident lawgiver. It is
because of this provident deity that Thomas can assert the doc-
trine of synderesis, that he can demote the question of the best
regime, and that he can make his theory of what is right by na-
ture  inflexible.”

Ancient natural right teaching, Strauss claims, does not
ground itself in a divine lawgiver who promulgates and enforces
through providence, for the ancient teaching does not appeal to
the author of nature but to nature itself: ““ The example of Aris-
totle alone would suffice to show that it is possible to admit nat-
ural right without believing in particular providence or in divine
justice proper.”*® Strauss even finds the connection between
providence and natural right to be foreign to the thought of
Cicero, who is sometimes interpreted as arguing for such a view.
The problem with such an interpretation of Cicero, says Strauss,
is that in the key text of the Republic in which this teaching is

27 Jaffa, Thomism and Aristotelionism, pp. 179, 182-3.
28 Ngtural Right and History, p. 164.
29 Ihid., p. 94.
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found, the speaker is not Scipio, who speaks for Cicero, but
Laelius.®*® Since the ancients did not ground their understand-
ing of natural right in the notion of a divine lawgiver, Strauss
has very real doubts about the existence of a natural low theory,
properly speaking, in the ancient world at all; the exception would
be Stoicism, which, like Thomas, accepted the doctrine of divine
providence.® In fact, Strauss argues instead that since the funda-
mental distinction at the heart of classical natural right thinking
is the distinction between nature on the one hand and law or
convention on the other, the idea of “ natural law ” would virtual-
ly be a contradiction in terms to that tradition.*® Without a di-
vine lawgiver, the most that can be said is that some things are in
accord with the hierarchical structure of human nature; that what
is in accord with nature in this way can be said actually to con-
stitute a law is only possible if one has recourse to a provident,
legislating God.

Strauss does not attempt to disprove the Thomistic doctrine of
particular providence; neither does he attempt to disprove the
teachings of syuderesis or ‘inflexibility’ which are based upon
Thomas’s provident lawgiver. Indeed, it is important to under-
stand that Strauss’s criticisms of Thomas’s theory of natural law
are not immediately directed against the truth of the position.
Rather, Strauss is concerned about the prudence of the position;
he is concerned that Thomas, by erecting natural right on the
unstable foundation of theology, has left natural right theory on
shaky and uncertain ground. Thomas attempted to establish
what is more evident (natural right) vpon what is less evident
(God) ; the result may not have been in the best interests of nat-
ural right, for Thomas thereby left natural right vulnerable to
the attacks of the moderns:

The modern efforts were partly based on the premise, which would
have been acceptable to the classics, that moral principles have a

30 Ibid,, pp. 154-6.

81 Leo Strauss, Platonic Political Philosophy (Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1983), p. 141.

82 Thid., p. 138.
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greater evidence than the teachings even of natural theology and,
therefore, that natural law or natural right should be kept independ-
ent of theology and its controversies,*®

In objecting to the linkage between natural right and natural
theology and the many conclusions that flow from such a linkage,
the moderns in fact attacked not the ancients, but the medieval
version of the ancients. If the ancients are examined only through
Thomistic-colored glasses, it is not completely clear to ungraced
human philosophy, Strauss implies, that they are in all ways
superior to the moderns. In this sense, then, Thomas actually
represents an obstacle to Strauss’s project of resuscitating classi-
cal natural right theory.

Though he does not actvally attempt to establish the point,
Strauss suggests that quite possibly the impetus for Thomas’s
innovations in the realm of natural right, for his overstating the
claims of natural right, was his Christian faith:

It is reasonable to assume that these profound changes [introduced
by Thomas into natural right teaching] were due to the influence of
the belief in biblical revelation. If this assumption should prove to
be correct, one would be forced to wonder, however, whether the
natural law as Thomas Aquinas understands it is natural law strict-
ly speaking, ie., a law knowable to the unassisted human mind, to
the human mind which is not illumined by divine revelation.?

This remark is uncharacteristic of Strauss, since he frequently
argued that the interpreter ought not necessarily to confine a
great thinker’s views to the historical horizon in which he wrote;
given the context, Strauss’s remark almost seems ad hominem,
i.e., Thomas reached the conclusions he did not on the basis of
argumentation but on the basis of his Christian background.®

However, it should be pointed out that Strauss’s view of
Thomas’s innovations in natural right theory is not logically de-
pendent upon his assessment of the impetus for those innovations.
In other words, it would seem to be logically possible to disagree

33 Natural Right and History, p. 164,
84 Thid,, p. 163.
85 See Schall, “ A Latitude for Statesmanship?” esp. p. 133.













































































































































































































































































































































