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Eucharistic Presence: A Study in the Theology of

Disclosure has a dual purpose: it is both a theological
reflection on the Eucharist and “an example of the kind of thinking
that can be called a theology of disclosure.”' What is innovative
about Sokolowski’s project is that it represents an attempt “to
discuss a type of theological thinking that draws on philosophical
resources provided by phenomenology.”? Sokolowski argues per-
suasively that Husserlian phenomenology, hitherto underutilized
as a theological tool (in contrast with Heideggerian phenomenol-
ogy), provides peculiarly powerful resources for both engaging and
transcending the problematic engendered by modernity’s psy-
chologistic disparagement of appearances. Through a phenome-
nological recovery of the dimensions of disclosure latent in
manifestation or appearance, it is possible to articulate a kind of
theological thinking wherein the display of Christian things—
how they come to light-—is explicitly thematized as revelatory
and disclosive of the divine. Sokolowski’s rehabilitation of
appearances is not only an attempt to chart a postmodern

3 S IMPLIED by the title, Robert Sokolowski’s recent

' Robert Sokolowski, Eucharistic Presence: A Study in the Theology of Disclosure
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1994), 173 (hereafter cited
as EP).

‘EP, 1.
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approach for theology, it is also a self-conscious attempt to
retrieve a premodern, patristic style of theology.*

It is precisely this double project of both engaging the post-
modern problematic and retrieving a premodern kind of theology
that makes Sokolowski’s work pregnant and provocative. The
purpose of this essay is to push Sokolowski’s project in the direc-
tion of a retrieval of a style of premodern theology that he unfor-
tunately overlooks: Thomas Aquinas’s sacva doctrina. In
Sokolowski’s reading of the history of theology, the medieval
period marks the ascendancy of what he characterizes as
speculative-ontological theology, in distinction from the theology of
disclosure. I intend to show, however, that what Sokolowski
understands by the theology of disclosure is at the heart of what
Aquinas understands by sacra doctrina secundum revelationem
divinam. Herein lies a certain irony: what Sokolowski (along
with most others) overlooks in Aquinas, he also reveals in his
articulation of the theology of disclosure. Hence Sokolowski’s
theology of disclosure can function as a hermeneutical tool to
retrieve a proper understanding of Aquinas’s sacra doctrina in a
way that both enhances and contemporizes the latter.

In order to establish this claim, I will begin with an exposition
of Sokolowski’s general account of the theology of disclosure,
emphasizing how it differs from more traditional styles of theol-
ogy and how it represents a strategic response to the problematic of
modernity. Then I will highlight certain fundamental themes in
the theology of disclosure that will be helpful in the retrieval of
sacra doctrina. In the second section, I will show how Aquinas’s
understanding of sacra doctvina secundum revelationem
divinam is an exercise in the theology of disclosure and how that
is reflected in the very structure of the Summa Theologiae. In the
final section, I will offer some concluding remarks regarding
why this dimension of Aquinas’s thought has been obscured and
why it needs to be retrieved.

* “The Fathers, in their Neoplatonic style, accepted the display of Christian things as
part of the subject of their theology. Emanation, splendor, presence, concealment, and
imaging were spontaneously accepted and vividly described. It is this aspect of Christian
reflection that the theology of manifestation is to recover, but in a manner appropriate to

our day and age and with recognition of the contributions of both speculative and
positive theology” (EP, 10).
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I
A) Sokolowski’s General Account

“One of the central forms of thinking used in phenomenology
is the activity of making distinctions. . . . [it] is a much more
strategic part of philosophy than is usually recognized.”
Sokolowski accordingly begins his exposition of the theology of
disclosure® by characterizing it as an “intermediate form of
reflective thought”® distinct from the traditional forms of faith
seeking rational understanding exemplified in positive and specu-
lative theology. Drawing primarily upon history, positive theolo-
gy aims (1) to show “how the articles of faith are found and
developed in Scripture and Tradition” and (2) “to formulate the
truths of revelation in contemporary terms.”” Drawing primarily
on philosophy and presupposing the findings of positive theology,
speculative theology aims “to provide an ordered and compre-
hensive understanding of these truths [of faith], using distinc-
tions, definitions, causal explanations, and analogies.”®
Speculative theology targets the realities or “things” that have
come to light through Christian revelation: God; his nature,
attributes, and activities; the cosmos; the human being, etc.’ In
its analysis of Christian realities, speculative theology manifests
an “ontological” concern to define things and to articulate their
intelligible connections. This is the form of theology developed

* EP, 197-98. See also Sokolowski’s essay on “Making Distinctions” in his Pictures,
Quotations, and Distinctions (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1992), 55-
91.

$ Sokolowski acknowledges that the term “theology of disclosure” is not entirely satis-
factory, but argues that it works better than any alternative candidates like “theology of
manifestation” or “phenomenological theology.” See the discussion of terminology in EP,
173-74.

®EP,s.

" EP, 5-6. The text goes on: “Biblical studies are the primary part of positive theology,
but other parts examine the Fathers of the Church, the Papacy, the Councils, the liturgy,
and the general history of the Church as it is related to the articles of faith. Positive the-
ology discusses the historical settings in which the truths of faith have been revealed,
confirmed, and transmitted; it tries to shed light on these truths by discussing the his-
torical contexts in which they have been presented to us, and it also tries to formulate
them again in terms appropriate to our own context.”

SEP, 6.

° See the description of speculative theology in EP, 6.



166 BRIAN J. SHANLEY, O.P.

and displayed most fully in the Scholasticism of the Middle Ages
(and a fortiori in the theology of Thomas Aquinas).

Sokolowski distinguishes the theology of disclosure from the
two traditional forms as follows:

There is room for another form of reflective theological thinking. This
third form, which I will call the theology of disclosure, would have the
task of describing how the Christian things taught by the Church and
studied by speculative theology come to light. . . . While historical the-
ology examines facts, the theology of disclosure examines structures of
disclosure; it describes the forms of manifestation proper to Christian
things. It tries to describe how Christian things must display them-
selves, in keeping with what they are, and how they must distinguish
themselves from things that resemble them and with which they may
be confused. Thus, the theology of disclosure differs from speculative
theology because it examines the manifestation of Christian things and
not, primarily, their nature, definition, and causes; and it differs from
positive theology because it is concerned with the essential structures of
disclosure, which would hold in all times and places, and not with mat-
ters of historical fact. Although it differs from these two theologies, it is
obviously closely related to them and does not contradict anything they
establish as true.”

To connect the theology of disclosure with manifestation and
appearance is to confront immediately the deeply entrenched
modern tendency to disparage appearances by reducing them to
inner-subjective states of consciousness (ideas) that are split off
from some unknown and unknowable outer-objective way that
things “really” are. This divorce of “mere” appearance from the
“real” display of being is one of the main targets of phenomenology’s
philosophical therapy. Phenomenological thought attempts to
recover the connection between appearance and being ingredient in
the Greek understanding of eidos." This retrieval is gained not

' EP, 7-8. This rather abstract discussion of the theology of disclosure provides only
the barest sense of the actual reality. The only adequate way to grasp the nature of the
theology of disclosure is to consider its exemplification in Sokolowski’s treatment of the
Eucharist.

!« Appearance, manifestation, disclosure were appreciated in antiquity; the very term
eidos, which was central to the thought of Plato and Aristotle, implies presentation.
Eidos primarily means the ‘look’ or ‘view’ that things present to us. In modernity, the
eidos of a thing, instead of being a disclosure, becomes merely the subjective impact the
thing makes on us or the idea that we ourselves fabricate of an unknown thing. The eidos
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by making an end-run around modernity back to a naive pre-
modern posture, but rather by directly confronting the ques-
tion of appearance as “the metaphysical problem of modernity.”
Phenomenology does not attempt to refute the modern problematic,
however, since such a refutation would necessarily fail insofar as
it accepts the psychologistic starting point of an isolated subjec-
tivity in search of reassurance regarding a common world behind
the veil of ideas; to begin with the egocentric predicament is to
become locked inside a mental cabinet from which there is no
escape. Instead, “Husserl helps us to see that the mind is ‘out-
side’ from the start and that the world presents itself to man.”"

Sokolowski’s phenomenological strategy is to expose the
“problem of the real world” and its constitutive doctrine of
“ideas” as a pseudo-problem arising out of a misunderstanding of
the status of our speech “about things insofar as they are experi-
enced and spoken about: that is, insofar as they present them-
selves to us or are intended by us in the various modes
achieved”" in (1) pre-philosophical world-directed discourse
about things, features, and relationships and (2) our subsequent
ontological reflection on them. Reflection on things as experi-
enced in the various modes of intentionality—for example, as
present or absent; as pictured, quoted, or remembered—is prop-
erly phenomenological. Now one way in which things can be
intended is as merely supposed or proposed by a speaker to some
hearer through the use of words; when something is intended by
someone as presented by another in speech, then it becomes an
idea, or a concept, or a proposition, or a meaning. The basic
modern error is to reduce this way of intending things, this way
of being in the world and allowing things to present themselves
to us, to a pseudo-realm of private mental representations. The

of classical philosophy is replaced by the ‘idea’ of modernity” (EF, 183). Sokolowski
notes that eidos originally had an ambiguous meaning: “The word means the substan-
tial form of things (a principle of ontology) and also the appearance, the ‘look’ of things
(a factor in phenomenology). One of the benefits we can draw from modernity is a
sharper distinction between these two forms of reflective thought” (EP, 193).

"2 EP, 184.

S EP, 182.

'* EP, 191 (emphasis in the original).
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thing as presented to us in speech is substantialized into an inter-
nal entity that is other than the thing itself and so a dubious
intermediary between the ego and the “real world.” The modern
doctrine of ideas is the result of a profound misunderstanding of
intentionality: ideas are the postulates of philosophical confusion, not
the givens of experience."

Once the modern epistemological predicament is exposed and
dissolved, the way is open to reconnect being and appearance
through an analysis of the multifarious ways in which things
manifest themselves to us and become meaningful to us.
Phenomenology helps us to recover the truth that the way things
are presented to us is part of their being. Of particular impor-
tance to the theology of disclosure is a recovery of an appreciation
for the way in which things become manifest and meaningful for
us as presented by another, particularly in speech. When some-
thing is presented to us by another in speech, a new dimension of
the world can be disclosed. Speech does not have as its aim the
introduction of private mental entities into consciousness, but
the disclosure of a new presentational dimension of being. The
words of another can alter how we take the world and how
we in turn present the world to others. It is the task of the the-
ology of disclosure to show how the world takes on a new pre-
sentational dimension when the speaker is divine.

B) Fundamental Themes

There are numerous themes opened up by the theology of dis-
closure, but they all presuppose the central issue of disclosure:
the new perspective on the world that is introduced in
Christianity. It is a perspective opened up not by philosophical
reflection, but rather by divine revelation and Sacred Scripture.'
The key to this new perspective lies in what Sokolowski calls the

'* EP, 190-93. For a fuller exposition of this topic, see Sokolowski’s “Exorcizing
Concepts” in Pictures, Quotations, and Distinctions, 173-85.

'* “The Christian understanding of the world as having been created by God was not
reached through the exercise of mere natural intelligence. It was disclosed through bibli-
cal revelation. Biblical revelation does more than give us new information: it provides an
entirely new perspective on the world, on the divine, and on ourselves. It engages new
forms of intentionality, new modes of presentation, and new distinctions” (EP, 138).
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Christian distinction between the world and God that is dis-
closed by the doctrine of creation ex nihilo.”” God is disclosed in
Christian belief as being perfectly self-sufficient such that
creation is an act of sheer generosity that introduces no increase
of being or goodness into the divine nature.”®* That God has orig-
inated a universe of beings is an obvious fact, but the sheer
givenness of the world takes on a new light when it is considered
as profiled against the possibility that it might not have been at
all except for the generosity of God. The God who is the Creator
need not create in order to be God. God could have been all that
there is, alone, without suffering diminution in being, or
loneliness.

Sokolowski notes that in order to appreciate the originality of
the Christian distinction, it is helpful to contrast it with the natural
understanding of the world and the divine that is ingredient in
“pagan” (i.e., classical Greek and Roman) thought. In pagan
thought the divine is understood to be only a part—albeit the
necessary, permanent, most powerful, and hence best part—of a
more encompassing whole that comprises both God and the
world; the divine and the nondivine are complementary correla-
tives within the larger and more fundamental whole. Within the
horizon of the pagan perspective, it is both false and meaningless
to assert the proposition that God could be all that there is with-
out a world, since to be divine is to be the most important part
of the more ultimate whole that necessarily includes both the
divine and the non-divine. In the horizon opened up by creation,
however, God and the world do not constitute a necessary whole
since the transcendence of the Creator means that God is not
encompassed by some larger totality. Because the Creator God
could meaningfully have been the whole, what originates from
creation does not constitute a greater whole that relativizes the
divine to a part.

" Sokolowski’s original and fuller exposition of the "Christian distinction" can be
found in his The God of Faith and Reason (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
1982), 1-52. See also Thomas Prufer, Recapitulations: Essays in Philosophy (Washington,
D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1993), 32-42.

' For an excellent analysis of the gratuity of creation, see Kenneth L. Schmitz, The
Gift: Creation (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1982).
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A proper appreciation of the Christian distinction leads to a
shift in our fundamental perspective on the whole and it is one
of the central tasks of the theology of disclosure to thematize the
importance of that shift. Drawing on Husserl’s analysis of our
fundamental belief about the whole (Urglaube or Urdoxa),
Sokolowski highlights the need to recognize how our conscious
reflection on specific parts (here individual theological doctrines)
presupposes a more basic stance regarding the whole that nor-
mally remains unthematized. Biblical revelation and the
Christian distinction shatter the natural whole so that we come
to see God, ourselves, and the world within a completely new
context. The natural whole is now seen as utterly contingent,
non-ultimate, and therefore gracious when profiled against the
God who is not a part of the whole and who could have been
apart from the natural whole in undiminished being. A proper
appreciation of this new whole requires radical rethinking of the
ways in which such concepts as necessity, contingency, choice,
and agency are applied to God and creatures;” it also requires a
new sense of absence and presence to do justice to the transcen-
dent immanence of God.” It must be recalled, however, that all
such further precisions depend upon the more basic Christian
distinction as opening up the context in which they can be made.
The fundamental horizon-opening Christian distinction must
therefore be continually recalled and remade as a remedy to our
proclivity to lapse back into the horizon of the natural whole:
“This Christian distinction is always energetic and always needs
'to be worked out and worked through, because we have a per-
manent propensity to take the whole as ultimate and to see the
divine as part of the whole.””

Understanding the Christian distinction is not like the regis-
tration of a fact about a particular thing, but rather it is the dis-
closure of a new dimension, a new formal mode of presentation.
As Sokolowski notes, the disclosure of a new dimension is more
subtle and strategic than the discovery of a new fact because “a

19 See EP, 42-51.
» See EP, 194-95.
" EP, 198.
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form of presentation arises for us and consequently the whole
world, and everything in it, begins to look different.”” A central
presentational dimension thematized in the theology of disclosure
derives from the recognition that the manifestness and intelligibility
of the world are not exhausted by the human perspective. Just as
the world takes on a new dimension of presentation when inter-
subjective experience reveals to us that what we experience is
also given to other datives of manifestation or centers of aware-
ness, so too the world takes on a new presentational dimension
when we realize that there is a divine dative of manifestation.
The world takes on a different look when it is seen from the
point of view of the Creator:

If the intersubjective dimension enhances the identity and being of
things, how much more does this divine perspective strengthen them in
our eyes? The world and the things in it are now seen as being known
and chosen to be by the Creator. We ourselves cannot, of course, adopt
the divine point of view, but in faith we can formulate something of
what it is, and we can strive to see the world as subject to it. The the-
ology of disclosure strives to bring out the special features of this
dimension, this form of presentation, which is one of the constitutive
elements in the theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity.
Reflection on the act of faith, for example, must take into account how
the God we believe in is presented or represented to us, and also how
we understand the world and ourselves to be presented to him.”

As I hope to show in what follows, this articulation of the theol-
ogy of disclosure is also an articulation of Aquinas’s understanding
of sacra doctrina.

II
A) Sacra Doctrina

Aquinas begins his analysis of sacva doctrina in the Summa
Theologiae by describing it as a teaching secundum revelationem
divinam.”* As'T. C. O’Brien has demonstrated, this qualification

2 EP, 200.

B EP 204.

* “Dicendum quod necessarium fuit ad humanum salutem esse doctrinam quandam
secundum revelationem divinam praeter philosophicas disciplinas, quae ratione humana
investigantur” (STh 1, q. 1, a. 1). The Summa text cited in this essay is the Ottawa edition
of 1941.
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holds the key to the proper interpretation of Aquinas’s under-
standing of sacra doctrina.” The necessity of another body of
knowledge in addition to the already established disciplines
(praeter philosophicas disciplinas)® follows from the revelation
by God that humanity is called to a destiny beyond the ken of
natural reason.” Following genetically or sequentially from the
encounter with God revealing, there arises the need for another
teaching or intellectual discipline in conformity with the new
dimension of intelligibility disclosed by God.*® Revelation

% See T. C. O’Brien, “Sacra doctrina Revisited: The Context of Medieval Education,”
The Thomist 41 (1977): 475-509. The nature of sacra doctrina is a much-disputed point
among Aquinas’s interpreters. I cannot enter into the debate in this essay; the interested
reader should start with O'Brien’s piece and follow the references provided in his notes.
See especially James A. Weisheipl, “The Meaning of Sacra Doctrina in the Summa
theologiae 1, q. 1,” The Thomist 38 (1974). 49-80; Weisheipl’s article is the foil for
O’Brien’s piece and provides a summary of classical interpretations of sacra doctrina.
Since the publication of O’Brien’s article, two important collections of articles on the the-
ology of St. Thomas have appeared: Albert Patfoort, Saint Thomas d’Aquin, Les clefs
d’'une théologie (Paris: FAC-éditions, 1983), and Yves Congar, Thomas d’Aquin: Sa vision
de théologie et de PEglise (London: Variorum Reprints, 1984). I am convinced that
O’Brien’s reading of the first question remains the most illuminating and the most under-
appreciated.

% As O’Brien shows, philosophicas disciplinas refers to the entire corpus of human
learning (“Sacra doctrina Revisited,” 478-92).

" The corpus of ST, q. 1, a. 1 as cited in n. 24 continues: “Primo quidem quia homo
ordinatur ad Deum sicut ad quendam finem qui comprehensionem rationis excedit,
secundum illud Isaiae LXIV: Oculus non vidit Deus absque te, quae praeparasti diligen-
tibus te. Finem autem oportet esse praecognitum hominibus, qui suas intentiones et
actiones debent ordinare in finem. Unde necessarium fuit homini ad salutem quod ei nota
fierent quaedam per revelationem divinam, quae rationem humanam excedit. Ad ea
etiam quae de Deo ratione humana investigari possunt, necessarium fuit homine instrui
revelatione divina. Quia veritas de Deo per rationem investigata, a paucis, et per longum
tempus, et cum admixtione multorum errorum homini proveniret; a cuius tamen veritatis
cognitione dependet tota hominus salus, quae in Deus est. Ut igitur salus hominibus et
convenientius et certius proveniat, necessarium fuit quod de divinis per divinam reve-
lationem instruantur. Necessarium igitur fuit praeter philosophicas disciplinas, quae
per rationem investigantur, sacram doctrinam per revelationem haberi.”

% O’Brien notes that the preposition secundum has two interrelated meanings in this
context: “The first, immediately linked with the derivation of secundum from sequor, is
‘following after,” in time, succession, rank, value. The first meaning of the stated conclusion of
art. 1, then, is that there is need for sacra doctrina as a teaching following on divine reve-
lation, genetically or sequentially. The second, extended meaning that secundum has is
‘agreeably with,’ ‘in accord with,’ ‘according to’; it takes on the idea of conformity or
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discloses that the philosophicas disciplinas do not exhaust the
intelligibility of the real because the world as manifested to
human reason is an incomplete manifestation of the world’s
meaning to the Creator God. The revelation of a divine dative of
manifestation who graciously wills to share the divine dimension
necessitates a radical rethinking of the whole.

The new horizon or whole explored in sacra doctrina origi-
nates in the encounter of God revealing and human believing
that is described by Aquinas in his analysis of the theological
virtue of faith. Some central points in that analysis bear recol-
lection here. The most significant feature of a theological virtue
for Aquinas is that it bears directly upon God as its object.” This
technical terminology wherein God is described as an “object”
must be carefully understood. It is not meant either to reify God
as an impersonal thing or to register the banal fact that a theo-
logical virtue is somehow “about” God. It is rather meant to
express the profound truth that what makes a virtue theological
is its origination in an immediate, vital, immanent, and gracious
personal union with God.* To say that God is the formal object

fidelity to a model. The second meaning of the stated conclusion of art. 1, then, is that
there is a need for a teaching in keeping with, conformed to divine revelation” (“Sacra
doctrina Revisited,” 493). O’Brien’s analysis of secundum relies on the entry in Charlton
T. Lewis and Charles Short, 4 Latin Dictionary (Oxford, 1969): 1654-55.

» “Et huiusmodi principia virtutes dicuntur theologicae: tum quia habent Deus pro
objecto, inquantum per eas recte ordinamur in Deum; tum quia a solo Deo nobis infun-
duntur; tum quia sola divina revelatione in sacra Scriptura huiusmodi virtutes traduntur”
(STh I-11, q. 62, a. 1).

% On the meaning of “object” in the Summa, see O’Brien’s appendix 1, “Objects and
Virtues,” in Faith, volume 31 of the English-Latin edition of the Summa Theologiae,
trans. T. C. O’Brien (London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1974): 178-85. On the idea of God
as the object of the theological virtues, O’Brien writes: “the statement that God himself
is the formal objective of the theological virtues is the attempt to articulate the reality of
such a union of operation, to state what the mystery of grace is revealed to be. That God
is object means that the acts of faith, hope, and love exist and are what they are because
God communicates himself as the one to be believed, to be hoped in and to be loved in
return. The actuating and perfective function of object with reference to act is elevated
to a new level, and is delegated to express the actual graciousness of God. The language
of object in this use is meant to describe God’s giving of himself. The theological force,
so far from being impersonal or from managing God, means that the acts of the theologi-
cal virtues are pure reciprocity, and are freely given responses to God, lovingly
communicating himself to man” (184).
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of the theological virtues is to affirm the central truth of
Aquinas’s theological vision and his Summa: by grace we have
really become partakers in the divine nature.* By grace, the soul
and its capacities are given a share in the very life and activities
of God such that faith involves our intellect participating in
God’s own knowledge.*

Aquinas’s realism about grace is reflected in his assertion that
the formal object of faith is nothing other than First Truth itself
(nihil aliud est quam Veritas prima).® Faith is an immediate and
grace-filled cleaving to God precisely as the First Truth. Faith
first accepts God himself speaking and initiating communication
(credere Deo) before it accepts what God reveals (credere
Deum).* Faith is primarily an assent not to a body of proposi-
tional truths, but to Truth itself disclosing itself;* revelation is
first of all a Revealer revealing and then what is revealed. Of
course the believer does assent to a body of truths, a corpus of
sacred writings, a Church, because God has chosen a specific
historical way to reveal saving Truth. Yet it must always be
remembered that the assent to these other truths, the various
material objects of faith, presupposes the formal object as

314 Alia autem est beatitudo naturam hominis excedens, ad quam homo sola divina vir-
tute pervenire potest secundum quandam divinitatis participationem; secundum quod
dicitur II Petr. 1,4, quod per Christum facti sumus consortes divinae naturae” STh I-11,
q. 62, a. 1. This article points ahead to the central teaching of the Summa on the reality
of grace as a participation in the divine nature, articulated in I-II, q. 110.

3 “Unde relinquitur quod gratia, sicut est prius virtute, ita habeat subiectum prius
potentiae animae; ita scilicet quod sit in essentia animae. Sicut enim per potentiam intel-
lectivam homo participat cognitionem divinam per virtutem fidei; et secundum potenti-
am voluntatis amorem divinam, per virtutem caritatis; ita etiam per naturam animae
participat, secundum quandam similitudinem, naturam divinam, per quandam
regenerationem sive recreationem” (ST# I-II, q. 110, a. 4).

BSThI-IL q. 1, a. 1.

** In explaining why the virtue of religion is not a theological virtue, Aquinas asserts
that acts of worship do not attain God directly as does faith: “Cui cultus non exhibetur
non quasi actus quibus Deus colitur ipsum Deus attigant, sicut cum credimus Deum, cre-
dendo attingimus, propter quod supra dictum est [II-II, q. 2, a. 2] quod Deus est fidei
obiectum non solum inquantum credimus Deum, sed inquantum credimus Deo” (STh II-
II, q. 81,a. 5).

% “Actus autem credentis non terminatur ad enuntiabile sed ad rem” (ST% II-11, q. 1,
a. 2, ad 2).
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providing the authenticating force for the assent.’® Faith always
assents to a truth on the basis of the formal motivation quod est
a Deo revelatum or quod est a Deo dictum.”

If by faith we transcend the human horizon and participate in
the divine perspective,” such sharing nevertheless remains
secundum modum cognoscentis. The fullness and simplicity of
divine Truth in se is grasped through a glass darkly, in limited
and fragmentary ways.” Faith is not yet the fullness of vision
towards which it points.” Aquinas makes it clear that belief, as
an intellectual activity, necessarily involves incompleteness and
imperfection.* In his analysis of the traditional Augustinian defi-
nition of belief as cum assentione cogitare, Aquinas notes that it
is of the very nature of belief as a cogitare to involve a kind of
restless pondering that is ended by a firm assent based not on
intellectual vision, as in scientia, but rather on the concomitant

* “Dicendum est quod cuiuslibet cognoscitivi habitus obiectum duo habet, scilicet id
quod materialiter cognoscitur, quod est sicut materiale obiectum; et id per quod cognosci-
tur, quod est formalis ratio objecti. Sicut in scientia geometriae materialiter scita sunt
conclusiones; formalis vero ratio sciendi sunt media demonstrationis, per quae conclu-
siones cognoscuntur. Sicut igitur in fide, si consideremus formalem rationem obiecti, nihil
est aliud quam veritas prima: non enim fides de qua loquimur assentit alicui nisi quod
est a Deo revelatum; unde ipsi veritati divinae fides innituitur tanquam medio” (ST II-
II,q.1,a. 1).

3 Super epistolam ad Romanos lectura, c. 1V, lectio 1, n. 327 in Super epistolas s. Pauli
lectura, ed. Raphaelis Cai, vol. 1 (Rome: Marietti, 1953).

%8 «Unde oportet quod fides, quae virtus ponitur, faciat intellectum hominus adhaerere
veritati quae in divina cognitione consistit transcendendo proprii intellectus veritatem”
(De Veritate q. 14, a. 8 in Opera omnia, vol. 22 [Rome: 19727).

¥ STh I, q. 1, a. 2.

“ “Ad tertium dicendum quod visio patriae erit veritatis primae secundum quod in se
est, secundum illud I Joann. 3,2: Scimus quoniam cum apparuerit, similes ei evimus, quo-
niam videbimus eum sicuti est. Et ideo visio illa erit non per modum enuntiabilis, sed per
modum simplicis intelligentiae. Sed per fidem non apprehendimus veritatem primam
sicut in se est” (STh II-11, q. 1, a. 2, ad 3). Faith as the inchoation of the beatitude that
will eschatologically consist in vision is a pervasive theme in Aquinas. See II-1I, q. 2, a.
3 on the way in which faith is the beginning of our learning about beatitude from God
our teacher: “Unde ad hoc quod homo perveniat ad perfectam visionem beatitudinis
praeexigitur quod credat Deo tanquam discipulus magistro docenti.”

# “Fides autem in sui ratione habet imperfectionem quae est ex parte subjecti, ut scil-
icet credens non videat id quod credit” (STh I-11, q. 67, a. 3). See also II-II, q. 2, a. I and
De Verit. q. 14, a. 1. For a superb analysis of belief, see O’Brien, “Belief: Faith’s Act,”
appendix 4 in Faith, 205-15.
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activity of the will.* The will supplies the firmness and certitude
that would otherwise be lacking; the faintness of vision is reme-
died by the influence of love. This means that belief is an inher-
ently restless intellectual state because the mind naturally seeks
clarity and vision and so chafes at being brought to assent on the
basis of something extrinsic to itself. The intellect of the believer
therefore seeks something more akin to the divine vision of the
whole. This intellectual questing is both steadied and prodded
by the will: “For when anyone has a ready will to believe, he
loves the believed truth and reflects upon it and embraces any
supporting arguments that may be found.”* Fides is inevitably
quarens intellectum. Faith demands a sacra doctrina that
explores the new intelligibility of reality revealed by Veritas
prima, a doctrvina that explores the godly view of the whole
opened up by faith. The conformity to divine revelation implied
by secundum revelationem divinam means more than that sacra
doctrina develops in a manner that is logically consistent with
what has been revealed. At the deepest level secundum vevela-
tionem diviram implies a conformity of perspective, a seeing
with God; it is a teaching that strives to display the luminosity
and intelligibility that the things believed have in God’s own
mind.

The way in which a new intelligible unity or whole is dis-
played in sacra doctrina is explained by Aquinas in response to
the question of whether or not sacra doctrina is one science.* He
begins by recalling one of the basic axioms of his thought: acts,
powers, virtues, and ways of knowing are specified by their for-
mal objects.” The sciences are diversified by the different dimen-

“ «Dicendum quod intellectus credentis determinatur ad unum non per rationem, sed
per voluntatem. Et ideo assensus hic accipitur pro actu intellectus secundum quod a
voluntate determinatur ad unum” (ST% II-11, q. 2, a. 1, ad 3).

“ “Cum enim homo habet promptam voluntatem ad credendum, diligit veritatem
creditam, et super ea excogitat et amplectitur si quas rationes ad hoc invenire potest”
(STh 1111, q. 2, a. 10).

“SThlq 1,a 3.

* «Est enim unitas potentiae et habitus consideranda secundum obiectum, non quidem
materialiter sed secundum rationem formalem obiecti; puta homo, asinus et lapis conve-
niunt in una formali ratione colorati, quod est obiectum visus” (STh I, q. 1, a. 3). For
a classic text on the diversification of the sciences, see In Boethii de Trinitate, q. S, a. 1.
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sions of intelligibility latent in reality;* different habits of knowl-
edge correspond to the different dimensions of intelligibility.
What specifies and diversifies sacra doctrina as a distinct disci-
pline is the new intelligibility of reality opened up by divine
revelation: “Since holy scripture considers things insofar as they
have been divinely revealed (as already noted), all things what-
soever that are revealable by God [revelabilia] share in the one
formal object of this science.”” The term revelabilia here bears
the burden of describing the new horizon opened up by divine
revelation; it denotes the capacity for reality to be grasped in the
light of divine revelation.” The formal object of sacra doctrina is
the intelligibility of the world as spoken by God. Sacra doctrina
is a sharing in God’s unified view of the whole as an impressio
divinae scientiae.” Thus theology is a matter not simply of com-
municating new information, but rather of articulating an entirely
new view of the whole based on the presentational dimension
that results from faith’s encounter with God revealing.

The scope and unity of the new intelligible whole given by
divine revelation involves an ordering : “it [sacra doctrina] treats
principally of God and then of creatures insofar as they are

*“Diversa ratio cognoscibilis diversitatem scientiarum inducit” (ST# 1, q. 1, a. 1, ad 2).

# “Quia igitur Sacra Scriptura considerat aliqua secundum quod sunt divinitus reve-
lata, secundum quod dictum est, omnia quaecumque sunt divinitus revelabilia, commu-
nicant in una formali obiecti huius scientiae. Et ideo comprehenduntur sub sacra doctrina
sicut sub scientia una” (ST# I, q. 1, a. 3). Aquinas shifts between sacra scriptura and sacra
doctrina as if the two were largely synonymous throughout ST# 1, q. 1. While the terms
are not synonymous, they are closely connected; see Per Erik Persson, Sacra Doctrina:
Reason and Revelation in Aquinas, trans. Ross MacKenzie (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1970), 86-90.

8 The meaning of the term revelabilia has long been a matter of dispute and a proper
understanding of it is the key to grasping the meaning of sacra doctrina: “The term does
not stand for the later scholastics’ ‘virtually revealed,’ i.e., deducible from the data of
revelation. Nor does it have the meaning given in the fanciful interpretation that it cov-
ers truths which, in distinction from the revelata, could possibly be revealed, but need not
be because they are accessible to unaided reason. In its context revelabilia means simply
the quality, the formal interest, or intelligible value in every subject matter that engages
the act of sacra doctrina” (O’Brien, “Sacra Doctrina Revisited,” 502-3).

* “Et similiter ea quae in diversis scientiis philosophicis tractantur, potest sacra doc-
trina una existens considerare sub una ratione, inquantum scilicet sunt divinitus revela-
bilia, ut sic sacra doctrina sit velut quadam impressio divinae scientiae, quae est una et
simplex omnium” (STh I, q. 1, a. 3, ad 2).



178 BRIAN J. SHANLEY, O.P.

related to God as their principle and end.”* God is the true sub-
ject of sacra doctrina and everything else is considered sub
ratione Dei vel secundum ordinem ad Deum.” Thus nothing lies
outside the ken of sacra doctrina because in the great exitus-
reditus of creation everything has God as its principium vel
finem. In contrast with metaphysics, which attains only to a
whole wherein God is known mediately as the First Cause,”
sacra doctrina attains a share in God’s own knowledge of the
whole and thus constitutes a radically new kind of wisdom.” In
the light of this new wisdom, the conclusions of the philosophi-
cae disciplinae are not annulled, but rather relativized; they are
seen now as providing only partial manifestations of the world’s
full meaning. It belongs to sacra doctrina to bring the partial
perspectives into the unified whole disclosed by divine revela-
tion; it is a new binding together of God and the world in the
light of God’s own perspective on the whole.

B) The Structure of the Summa

The new presentational whole opened up by divine revelation
is displayed and disclosed in the very structure of the Summa

%0 «Dicendum quod sacra doctrina non determinat de Deo et creaturis ex aequo, sed
de Deo principaliter, et de creaturis secundum quod referuntur ad Deum, ut ad princip-
ium vel finem” (STh 1, q. 1, a. 3, ad 1).

*! “Omnia autem pertractantur in sacra doctrina sub ratione Dei, vel quia sunt ipse
Deus, vel quia habet ordinem ad Deum, ut ad principium vel finem. Unde sequitur quod
Deus vere sit subiectum huius scientia” (ST# I, q. 1, a. 7).

52 On the limited character of the knowledge of God arrived at by metaphysics, see
Thomas C. O'Brien, Metaphysics and the Existence of God (Washington, D.C.: The
Thomist Press, 1960), especially 124-69.

5% “Dicendum quod haec [sacra} doctrina maxime sapientia est inter omnes sapientias
humanas, non quidem in aliquo genere tantum, sed simpliciter. Cum enim sapientis sit
ordinare et iudicare, iudicium autem per altiorem causam de inferioribus habeatur; ille
sapiens dicitur in unoquoque genere, qui considerat causam altissimam illius generis. . . . Ille
igitur qui considerat simpliciter altissimam causam totius universi, quae Deus est,
maxime sapiens dicitur: unde et sapientia dicitur esse divinorum cognitio, ut patet per
Augustinum, XII de Trinitate. Sacra autem doctrina propriissime determinat de Deo
secundum quod est altissima causa; quia non solum quantum ad illud quod est per crea-
turas cognoscibile, quod philosophi cognoverunt, ut dicitur Romans 1,19: Quod notum
est Dei, manifestum est illis; sed etiam quantum ad id quod notum est sibi soli de seipso,
et aliis per revelationem communicatum. Unde sacra doctrina maxime dicitur
sapientia” (STh I, g. 1, a. 6).
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theologiae. The ordo disciplinae of the Summa is determined pri-
marily not by the pedagogical requirements of instructing begin-
ners in theology (as indicated in the Prologus), but rather by
theology’s overriding task of articulating the whole secundum
ordinem ad Deum or sub ratio Dei. The ordo disciplinae is dic-
tated by the order that things have in God’s own knowledge; the
ordo of the Summa is not the construct of human rationalization,
but rather the attempt to articulate the way the world is
constructed by the creative mind of God.*

The precise nature of the guiding architectonic plan of the
Summa theologiae has been subject to vigorous speculation in
the wake of M. D. Chenu’s groundbreaking work.”* In a modi-
fied version of Chenu’s original proposal to interpret the struc-
ture of the Summa in terms of the exitus-reditus motif, M. D.
Leroy has argued persuasively that the key to understanding the
plan of the Summa as a whole is the classical distinction between
theologia and oikonomia.’® Following the discussion of sacra doc-
trina in q. 1, the first section of the Prima pars (qq. 2-43) is the
theological moment of the Sumima, treating de Deo secundum
quod in se est, one in essence and three in persons. The remainder

¢ «T] s’agit d’autre chose, pour S. Thomas, que d’une systématisation rationelle,
comme chez Abélard. Il s’agit, autant que cela est possible, de s’élever jusqu’a voir les
choses comme Dieu lui-méme les voit: c’est-a-dire toutes relatives 2 Son mystére néces-
saire, celui qu’il est lui-mé&me en Son unité et Sa Trinité. Qu’on parle de I’Incarnation et
de la Rédemption, de la création, des anges, de ’homme, des sacrements, Dieu lui-méme
est le véritable sujet de tout ce que Pon expose, on s’efforcera de pénétrer et de constru-
ire ces mysteres a partir de Dieu et vers Lui, tout comme il les a congu et posés & partir
de Soi et vers Soi” (Yves Congar, “Le sens de I'économie salutaire dans la ‘théologie’ de
S. Thomas d’Aquin,” in Thomas d’Aquin: Sa vision de théologie et de VEglise, 76-77). See
also the remarks by M. D. Chenu in Introduction & Pétude de Saint Thomas d’Aquin,
deuxigme édition (Montréal: Institut d’Etudes Médiévale, 1954), 263-64.

% Chenu'’s original article on this topic was “Le plan de la Somme théologique de saint
Thomas,” Revue Thomiste 47 (1939). 93-107. The same material appears in his
Introduction, 255-76. It is the latter work that sparked renewed scholarly interest in the
plan of the Summa. For an overview of the lines of the debate and bibliographical refer-
ences, see Jean-Pierre Torrell, Initiation d saint Thomas d’Aquin (Fribourg, Switzerland:
Editions Universitaires, 1993), 219-28. A valuable overview can also be found in H.-D.
Gardeil, “Le plan de la Somme théologique,” in Somme théologique: La théologie (1a.,
Prologue et Question 1), (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1968), 171-92.

% Leroy’s proposal comes in the context of a review of Patfoort’s Saint Thomas
d’Aquin: Les clefs d’une théologie, Revue Thomiste 84 (1984): 298-303.
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of the Summa considers the oikonomia wherein God is consid-
ered as the origin and end of all things, especially rational crea-
tures (secundum quod est principium vel finem earum et spe-
cialiter vationalis creaturae).” It is within the divine economy of
the Summa that the exitus-reditus schema is central. The second
part of the Prima pars (qq. 44-119) is dominated by the exitus or
procession of creation from God, while the secunda and tertia
partes treat the reditus of fallen humanity to God through Christ,
who is our way of returning to God (via est nobis tendendi in
Deum,).

In the context of this discussion, what is significant about the
theologia-oikonomia articulation of the Summa’s structure is that
it discloses a presentational whole that is reflective of
Sokolowski’s Christian distinction. The theological moment of
the Summa establishes God’s absolute independence and tran-
scendence vis-a-vis creation. The treatment of God iz se makes
it clear that God does not need to be principium or finis of any-
thing ad extra in order to be God. In the midst of this considera-~
tion Aquinas makes it clear that the key to understanding the
relationship between God and the world lies in understanding
the Trinity. In the context of explaining why natural reason can-
not arrive at knowledge of the Trinity, Aquinas explains the
importance of such knowledge:

Knowledge of the divine persons was necessary to us for two reasons.
First, in order that we might judge rightly concerning the creation of
things. For when we say that God made everything by his Word, we
rule out the error of those claiming that God produced things by neces-
sity of nature. And when we affirm that there is a procession of iove in
God, it is clear God produced creatures not out of any need for crea-
tures nor as a result of any extrinsic cause, but rather out of love for his
own goodness. . . . The second and more important reason is so that we
might judge rightly concerning the salvation of humankind, which is
accomplished by the Son who became flesh and by the Gifts of the Holy
Spirit.®

S7 The distinction between Deus secundum quod est in se and secundum quod est
principium rerum et finis earum is found in the prologue to I, q. 2.

%8 “Dicendum quod cognitio divinarum Personarum fuit necessaria nobis dupliciter.
Uno modo ad recte sentiendum de creatione rerum. Per hoc enim quod dicimus Deum
omnia fecisse Verbo suo, excluditur error ponentium Deum produxisse res ex necessitate
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To judge rightly concerning the creation of things in the light
of the Trinity is to understand what Sokolowski means by the
Christian distinction in an even deeper sense. Indeed, what
Sokolowski intends by the Christian distinction might best be
termed the "Trinitarian distinction" in Aquinas. It is the concep-
tion of God as Trinity that ultimately distinguishes the Christian
view from both pagan and other monotheistic views of the
divine. To grasp the Trinitarian distinction is to see that God
could have been all that there is and completely happy® in the
community of Persons that is the Trinity quite apart from creation;
creation is an act of pure generosity that adds nothing to God.
The procession of creatures ad extra is utterly gratuitous because
the processions ad intra of Verbum et Amor, Son and Spirit, con-
stitute the perfect plenitude of divine life. Hence the procession
of creatures is a pure gift of love that finds its deepest meaning
in its reflection of the very processions of the Trinity.® The
Trinitarian meaning of the exitus is reflected most significantly
in the creation of the human person to reflect the image of the
Trinity in a special way by sharing in the divine life through
grace and, ultimately, the beatific vision.”

Just as the exitus of creation from God as principium must be
understood in the light of the Trinitarian distinction, so too the
way in which God constitutes himself as the finis of creation and
especially of the reditus of humankind must be understood in the
light of the distinction between the triune God and the world.
God’s decision to share the divine life with humankind as its
finis is as sovereign and free as God’s decision to create and still

naturae. Per hoc autem quod ponimus in eo processionem amoris, ostenditur quod Deus
non propter aliquam indigentiam creaturas produxit, neque propter aliquam causam
extrinsecum, sed propter amorem suae bonitatis. Unde et Moyses, postquam dixerat: In
principio creavit Deus caelum et terram, subdit: Dixit Deus, Fiat lux, ad manifesta-
tionem divini Verbi; et postea dixit: Vidit Deus lucem, quod esset bona, ad ostendendum
probationem divini amoris; et similiter aliis operibus. Alio medo, et principalius, ad recte
sentiendum de salutate generis humani, quae perficitur per Filium incarnatum et per
donum Spiritus Sancti” (STh I, q. 32, a. 1, ad 3).

9 Notice that the treatment of the divine essence (STh I, qq. 2-26) ends with a
discussion of God’s happiness.

% See STh T, q. 45, a. 6.

% See STh I, q. 93.
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more wonderfully gratuitous. Thus the entire moral horizon out-
lined in the Secunda pars is transformed by the disclosure that
human action is a response to the triune God’s generosity in creation,
redemption, and ongoing sanctification. The finalization of
human action by the gracious gift of God’s own life requires new
resources for human action, that is, the theological virtues, the
infused moral virtues, and the gifts of the Holy Spirit.? It is vital
to note that sacra doctrirna involves a new Trinitarian way not
only of seeing the whole, but also of experiencing the whole.*
The divine disclosure engages and transforms the entire person.
By the gracious indwelling of the Trinity we attain a new per-
spective that is not a disinterested speculative shift, but rather a
complete reorientation of emotions and experience because the
knowledge involved is affective, per modum inclinationis; it is a
notitia expevimentalis, a verbum spivans amorem.* It is knowl-
edge by sympathy, familiarity, affinity, instinct, and assimilation;
it is the knowledge of a mind in love.*

%2 Sokolowski has explored this theme in his chapter on “Theological Virtue” in The
God of Faith and Reason, 69-87.

® “Dicendum quod cum iudicium ad sapientem pertineat, secundum duplicem modum
iudicandi, dupliciter sapientia accipitur. Contingit enim aliquem iudicare uno modo per
modum inclinationis, sicut qui habet habitum virtutis, recte iudicat de his quae sunt
secundum virtutem agenda, inquantum ad illa inclinatur unde et in X Eth. dicitur quod
virtuosus est mensura et regula actuum humanorum. Alio modo per modum cognitionis,
sicut aliquis instructus in scientia morali posset iudicare de actibus virtutis, etiam si vir-
tutem non haberet. Primus igitur modus iudicandi de rebus divinis pertinet ad sapientiam
quae ponitur donum Spiritus Sancti, secundum illud I Cor 2.15: Spiritualis homo iudi-
cat omnia, etc.; et Dionysius dicit, II cap. De Div. Nom.: Hievotheus doctus est non solum
discens, sed et patiens divina. Secundus autem modus iudicandi pertinet ad hanc doctri-
nam, secundum quod per studium habetur, licet eius principia ex revelatione habeantur”
(STh 1, q. 1, a. 6, ad 3). A fuller treatment of this theme is found in Aquinas’s discus-
sion of the gift of wisdom in STh 1I-11, q. 45, especially a. 2.

% STh],q.43,a.5,ad 2.

5 See “The Dialectic of Love in the Summa,” appendix 10 in Christian Theology, vol-
ume 1 of the English-Latin Summa theologiae, trans. Thomas Gilby, O.P. (London: Eyre
and Spottiswoode Limited, 1964), 124-32. Note especially the following passage wherein
Aquinas describes the difference between faith’s knowledge of God and every other kind
of knowledge of God: “Nam notitia de Deo quae habetur per alias scientias, illuminat
intellectum solum, ostendens quod Deus est causa prima, quod est unus et sapiens, etc.
Sed notitia de Deo quae habetur per fidem, et illuminat intellectum, et delectat affectum,
quia non solum dicit quod Deus est prima causa, sed quod est salvator noster, quod est
redemptor, et quod diligit nos, quod est incarnatus pro nobis, quae omnia affectum
inflammant” (Super secundum epistolam ad Corinthios, I, lect. 3, n. 73 in Super episto-
las s. Pauli lectura, vol. I).
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The Trinitarian distinction is also required to make sense of
Aquinas’s treatment of the Incarnation and the saving work of
Christ in the Tertia pars. The rationale for Aquinas’s apparent
relegation of Christ to the Tertia pars has long been a matter for
dispute and criticism.* In this context what is important is that
Aquinas presents the Incarnation and redeeming work of Christ
as another expression of the sheer goodness of God.”” Like creation,
Incarnation and redemption find their ultimate reason in divine
generosity. The placement of the historical redeeming work of
Christ within the Tertia pars highlights the absolute gratuity of
the Incarnation within the divine economy. The exitus-reditus
circle is completed in the return to the Father through the
Imago of the rational creature originally made in the image of
God.®

What emerges from an attentive reading of the Summa is an
appreciation for the way in which the structure articulates a new
view of the whole, a new presentational dimension, opened up by
faith in divine revelation. Crucial to this new presentational
whole is an understanding of the relationship between the Trinity
and creation disclosed in the distinction between theologia and
oikonomia, and this distinction unlocks the structure of the
Summa as an expression of the divine view of the whole. It is
the understanding of God as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit and
the world as graciously created, redeemed, and sanctified that
distinguishes sacra doctrina’s view of the whole from that of
philosophy. This completely new understanding of the divine,
the world, and the human is successively worked out in the vari-
ous tracts of the Summa. Yet these parts can only be understood
within the horizon of the larger presentational whole and
especially the Trinitarian distinction that is reflected in the
theologia-oikonomia structure.

% See Gardeil, "Le plan de Somme théologique,” 187-92.

7 See STHIII, q. 1, a. 1.

% See the remarks on the connection between the Incarnation and the exitus-reditus
schema in Torrell, Initiation, 223-28.
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111

When the presentational dimension of theology as a sacra doc-
trina secundum revelationem divinam and the hermeneutical
priority of the whole to the part in the Summa were obscured, so
too was the deepest unifying dimension of Aquinas’s thought.
The history of this occlusion cannot be told here, but it must be
acknowledged that it was powered by factors beyond the
modern disparagement of appearances that Sokolowski so ably
identifies. The rise of nominalism with its diminished sense of
the power of reason to aid faith’s search for understanding and
the fragmentation of theology in the post-Reformation period
were two major historical forces contributing to the loss of
Aquinas’s vision of sacra doctrina. As a consequence, Aquinas’s
thought came to be presented by his Neoscholastic adherents as
a form of speculative-ontological theology. The legacy of this
presentation is that even those who approach Aquinas sympa-
thetically from inside the Scholastic tradition are likely to be
blind to the presence of a theology of disclosure. Those who
approach Aquinas from outside the Scholastic tradition are still
more likely to share this blindness, since they tend to read the
Summa theologiae in piecemeal fashion as the ultimate encyclo-
pedic repository of speculative theology; their ignorance of the
whole leads them to a distorted interpretation of the parts.

The fact that even Sokolowski, a perceptive reader and a pro-
ponent of the theology of disclosure, could fail to appreciate the
presentational dimension of Aquinas’s thought is an indication,
however, that perhaps Aquinas himself did not do enough to
bring that side of his theology from latency to patency. I would
argue that two features internal to Aquinas’s own presentation
of the nature of sacra doctrina in the first question of the Summa
help to explain this difficulty. I have tried to argue that the first
question of the Summa is programmatic for a theology of disclo-
sure in its articulation of sacra doctrina as secundum revela-
tionem divinam and as having revelabilia as its formal object.
Yet that reading of the first question, pioneered by O’Brien,
represents a hermeneutic that can be obscured in the light of that
very same question’s other aim: to justify the status of theology
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as a full-fledged scientia in the Aristotelian sense. If sacra doc-
trina is assimilated too closely and univocally to the Aristotelian
model of a human scientia, then theology loses its presentational
dimension and takes on the look of a speculative-ontological
enterprise concerned solely with deducing new conclusions (rev-
elabilia in the traditional and erroneous sense) from prior prin-
ciples. Traditional Scholastic interpretations of the question, as
typified in the late James Weisheipl’s contribution to this jour-
nal’s septicentenary celebration of Aquinas in 1274, reflect this
incomplete understanding of the nature of sacra doctrina. While
Aquinas does indeed practice deductive or speculative-ontological
theology throughout the Summa, all such exercises presuppose
the deeper presentational dimension as their ultimate horizon.
Within the theology of disclosure, the paradigm is not the
scientia of Aristotle’s logical treatises, but rather the scientia
Dei et beatorum.

The second factor internal to Aquinas’s own presentation of
sacra doctvina that obscures the latent practice of the theology of
disclosure is that he does not clearly require that question 1 be
read in the light of the subsequent analyses in the Summa of faith
and the other theological virtues. As I have tried to show, sacra
doctrina presupposes the encounter of the believer with God that
results in a sharing in God’s own life. In the intersubjective expe-
rience of faith, the horizon of the believer is completely trans-
formed (both cognitively and affectively) so that the world takes
on a new presentational dimension in the light of God revealing.
The world is disclosed as having a new manifestness and intelli-
gibility as presented to the believer by God’s Word. It is the task
of sacra doctrina to explore, deepen, and expand the divine pre-
sentational dimension opened up by faith. Yet this essential con-
nection between faith and sacra doctrina is not clearly made by
Aquinas in the opening question of the Summa. Perhaps he
assumed that the first question of the Summa would be taken as
a part and read in the light of the whole; for while in a sense the
first question is the key to the whole, it cannot escape the part’s
dependence on the whole. The nature of sacra doctrina cannot
be understood until the end of the Summa, whose own incom-
plete status stands as a reminder of the provisional character of
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theology in the light of the ultimate disclosure in the beatific
vision.

Sokolowski’s project of articulating a theology of disclosure
can serve two important roles in the recovery of Aquinas’s the-
ology of disclosure.” The first is to provide a hermeneutical tool
that will enable us to get past the many factors that have
occluded this latent dimension in Aquinas’s thought. It is impor-
tant to make it clear, however, that what is being advocated here
is not some kind of naive or triumphalistic return to or repetition
of premodern theology, but rather a genuine retrieval
(Wiederholung) of premodern theology in the light of the con-
temporary problematic. It is neither desirable nor possible to
assert the presence of a theology of disclosure in Aquinas and
then simply reiterate it as if modernity could be neutralized by
denial. Herein lies the second role of Sokolowski’s project for
those interested in the ongoing viability of Aquinas’s theology:
Sokolowski has shown how phenomenology provides philosophical
resources for engaging modernity as well as for appreciating
dimensions of the previous tradition veiled by modernity.
Thomists who have hitherto construed phenomenology as sim-
ply another species of post-Cartesian idealism will need to
reevaluate their positions in the light of Sokolowski’s more “real-
istic” presentation.” Sokolowski argues that phenomenology can
help us to recover the mind’s place in the world, the connection
between appearance and being, an appreciation of the presenta-
tional dimensions of disclosure in speech, the importance of
making distinctions, the hermeneutic of the whole, etc. All of
these themes ought to be congenial to a Thomist looking for

% While I am concentrating on the relevance of Sokolowski’s work for retrieving
Aquinas, it must be acknowledged that Sokolowski’s analysis of the Eucharist is itself a
superb example of the theology of disclosure in operation.

™ Sokolowski’s “realistic” reading of Husser] is somewhat controversial. For an
overview of his place within the spectrum of interpretations regarding the status of
known objects (noema) in Husserl, see the “Introduction” in The Cambridge Companion
to Husserl, ed. Barry Smith and David Woodruff Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998), 22-27. I put “realistic” in quotation marks since I do not think
that Sokolowski himself would approve of the term on the grounds that the realism-
idealism debate and the attendant labels are generated by the modern pseudo-problem
of the egoistic predicament.
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ways of recovering and expanding Aquinas’s theology of disclo-
sure in a postmodern context; Sokolowski provides resources for
genuine retrieval that anyone interested in the theology of dis-
closure ought to welcome. As Aquinas himself sought aid for the
truth wherever it was found in the swirling currents of his
contemporaries’ thought, so too ought his followers do the
same.”

In this essay I have tried to show how Aquinas’s understand-
ing of theology as a sacva doctvina secundum vevelationem div-
inam can be understood as an exploration of the intelligibility of
the new presentational dimension of the whole opened up by
divine speech. As practiced by Aquinas, sacra doctrina encom-
passed all that would later be separated out into speculative,
moral, and positive theology. When those subdivisions subse-
quently lost their larger context, they lost the horizon that gave
them their deepest meaning. Rather than being an “intermediate
form of theology,” as Sokolowski describes his theology of dis-
closure, Aquinas’s sacra doctrina is the architectonic form of
theological thinking that makes it possible to do speculative,
moral, and positive theology aright.”” A recovery of a theology of
disclosure is needed therefore not just as another kind of
theology, but rather as the key to all forms of theological
endeavor. That is why its retrieval is so important.”

™ These general remarks ought not to be construed as papering over some obvious and
serious conflicts between Sokolowski’s phenomenology and Aquinas’s position. For
example, Sokolowski’s campaign to exorcise concepts and species is obviously at odds
with Aquinas’s insistence on their necessity to an explanation of knowledge. My concern
is not to argue for complete compatibility, but rather to claim that there are resources
within Sokolowski’s version of phenomenology that can be used to bring Aquinas’s
thought into dialogue with contemporary concerns.

2 Leonard Boyle’s historical work has shown, for example, that one of Aquinas’s
major aims in the Summa was to situate practical-moral theology within a fully unified
theological perspective. See his The Setting of the “Summa theologiae” of Saint Thomas,
Etienne Gilson Series 5 (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1982).

* T would like to thank my confreres Kurt Pritzl and John Allard for helpful
comments on earlier drafts of this paper.
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HOMISTIC COMMENTATORS from the post-

Scholastic era to the modern period generally restricted

their discussions of Aquinas’s doctrine on the relation-
ship between the acquired and infused virtues to the question of
facility, that is, whether or not each kind of virtue facilitates the
acts of the other. R. F. Coerver' gives 1943 as a cutoff date for
contemporary discussion of the question of facility in the infused
virtues. His 1946 dissertation on the topic notes that many theolo-
gians of his day had discarded the distinction between intrinsic
and extrinsic facility and, with the exception of the manuals of
Merkelbach (1871-1942) and Hervé (1881-1958), “few of the
modern theologians devote much space to the interrelation of the
acquired and infused moral virtues.”?

! See Rev. Robert Florent Coerver, C.M., The Quality of Facility in the Moval Virtues,
The Catholic University of America Studies in Sacred Theology 92 (Washington, D.C.:
The Catholic University of America, 1946).

*Ibid., 113. A literature search from 1946 to 1994 (The Guide to Catholic Literature,
Catholic Periodical and Litevature Index, and American Theological Library Association
Index) confirms Coerver’s observation. The subject of facility in the moral virtues has
not appeared as a topic of theological investigation since the 1940s. An exception is
Romanus Cessario’s Moral Virtues and Theological Ethics (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1991], introduction, 10), which contains a section on the relationship
of the acquired and infused moral virtues. After a discussion of Aquinas’s distinction
between the facility of acquired and infused virtue respectively, Cessario demonstrates
how the development of the virtuous life of the Christian depends on the “dynamic inter-
play which exists between the exercise of the acquired and the enjoyment of the infused
virtues.” An article by John F. Harvey (“The Nature of the Infused Moral Virtues,”
Proceedings of the Ninth Annual Convention of the Catholic Theological Society of Amevica
[1954]: 172-221) gives extended space to the relation of the infused and acquired moral
virtues in terms of facility but relies primarily on Coerver’s 1946 research. The small num-
ber of articles written after 1950 on the relation between acquired and infused

189



190 RENEE MIRKES, 0.8.F.

More recently, however, theologians such as Jean Porter® and
Otto Hermann Pesch* have recognized that, in order to facilitate
a critical appropriation of Aquinas’s doctrine of virtue amidst
the contemporary revival of a virtue-based ethics, it is critical
that the exposition of his theory be complete. In attempting to
assemble such a substantive account, however, one encounters a
lacuna in the area of moral virtue. While insisting on the two
species of moral virtue, acquired and infused, Aquinas devotes
the greatest proportion of the Secunda secundae of the Summa
Theologiae to the analysis of the acquired moral virtues and
neglects a correspondingly full exposition of their infused coun-
terparts.S Then, in the scattered references in which he does com-
pare and contrast the two species of moral virtue, although he
affirms that they can coexist in the Christian,’and that the pres-
ence of acquired moral virtues exerts’ a positive impact on

moral virtues demonstrates a shift in thinking from interest in the relation between the
acquired and infused moral virtues in terms of facility to their significance within the
divine-human unity of Christian moral activity. This article reconsiders the earlier facil-
ity discussion in light of the reconstruction of the divine-human unity of moral activity
as proposed by Aquinas.

* Jean Porter (“The Subversion of Virtue,” The Annual of the Society of Christian
Ethics [1992]: 38) opines that to appropriate Aquinas’s virtue theory for contemporary
purposes, one needs “to offer some account of the relation of acquired to infused virtues
in the case of the individual who possesses both.” In the same article Porter argues that
because Aquinas does not systematically address the question of the relation between the
acquired and infused virtues in the Summa Theologiae, one must reconstruct his theory
on the basis of his explicit teaching on virtue and related topics. My research into other
works in Aquinas’s corpus in which he focuses on virtue, namely, De virtutibus in com-
muni, De caritate, De spe, De cardinalibus virtutibus, De veritate, In decem libros
Ethicorum ad Nicomachum, and Scripta super libros Sententiarum, verifies Porter's con-
clusion.

* Pesch (“The Theology of Virtue and the Theological Virtues,” in Concilium 191:
Changing Values and Virtues, ed. Dietmar Mieth and Jacques Pohier [Edinburgh: T & T
Clark Ltd., 1987], 91) insists that an account of Aquinas’s doctrine of virtue cannot be
complete until one examines in detail “the relationship between the theological and moral
virtues, between infused and acquired virtues.”

5 See STh II-11, qq. 47-170.

¢ See ITI Sent. d. 33, q. 1, a. 2, qcla. 4, s.c; STH II-II, q. 47, a. 14, ad 1; q. 53, a. 1, ad 3.

? In the course of this article, the human soul, its powers, and their perfections, the
habits and virtues, are frequently described in a way that connotes hypostatization: the
soul understands; the will desires; prudence directs; the acquired moral virtues exert, etc.
Aquinas insists that one must always remember that it is the person who wills, the per-
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facility in the performance of virtuous acts,® he does not discuss
precisely how the two species of moral virtue interrelate in the
moral activity of the Christian who possesses both.

Accordingly, we need to investigate the following. First, since
Aquinas does not engage in an ex professo treatment of the ques-
tion at hand, is it in accord with his theory of virtue to say that,
in the Christian who acquires human virtue, the acquired and
infused moral virtues coexist in a parallel fashion? That is, do
these virtues enable the individual to perform purely natural
acts of virtue at one time and purely supernatural acts of virtue
at another? Or do both species of moral virtue contribute in
some manner to the performance of the same moral act? Second,
if the latter is the case, what is the theoretical explanation for a
single moral act following from two causes, one natural, the
other supernatural?

I will advance a reconstruction of Aquinas’s theory of moral
virtue by means of a twofold thesis.’ First, in the Christian who
also possesses the acquired moral virtues, each acquired virtue
and its infused counterpart are the material and formal princi-
ples, respectively, of the perfect realization of that particular
moral virtue and constitute a unified virtue that is supernaturally
transformed. Or, to state the thesis differently: In the Christian
moral life, a perfect moral act directed to a single material object
but performed from two ordered motives, natural and supernat-
ural, is able to realize a created good that is a means to attaining
the absolutely ultimate end. Second, the theoretical explanation
of the unity of perfect moral virtue'“not only serves as a litmus
son who is prudent, the person who is virtuous. Reference to the soul, powers, or virtues
is only for purposes of analysis and classification, and a certain reification of them is not
intended to obfuscate the principal point that habits and powers of the human person are
properties of a substantial human being pertaining to the accidental category of quality
(see STh I-11, q. 56, a. 5).

8 See STh -1, q. 65, a. 3, ad 2.

° Aquinas’s “theory of the relation between the acquired and infused moral virtues in
the Christian” is alternately referred to throughout this investigation as “the theory of the
unity of perfect moral virtue.”

% To understand the first part of the thesis, one must note that (1) Aquinas uses the
term “virtue” analogically of human and divine virtue; (2) the terms “matter” and “form,”
when applied to the relation of these two types of virtue, are also analogical, since both

are spiritual qualities when used in reference to virtue; and (3) the term “perfect moral
virtue” is applied in its absolute sense only to human virtue transformed by grace.
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test for the validity of representative theories of facility but also
demonstrates the proper context within which the notion of
facility will function as an apt tool in the reconstruction of
Aquinas’s theory of moral virtue.

I. FOUNDATIONS FOR THe RECONSTRUCTED THEORY
A) Aquinas's Explicit Teaching on “Habitus” and Vivtues

The appropriate first step in grasping what Aquinas explicitly
teaches regarding virtue is to investigate his theory of habitus."
Aquinas’s concept of a habit, the genus of virtue, lays a founda-
tion for the thesis of this paper in two ways. First, it highlights
the active power of a habit, a cardinal concept in the theoretical
part of the thesis which involves the concept of habits related to
one another as potency to act or matter to form. In the introduc-
tion to his treatise on habit, Aquinas declares that powers and
habits are the intrinsic sources of action in the human agent.’? As
a disposition to act, a Zabitus is an active principle or agent that
orients a power of the soul to perform a certain operation with
ease, promptness, and enjoyment.”

" Habitus is a fourth declension noun which, in the nominative case, has the same
form in the singular as in the plural. It is derived from the verb kabere, meaning to have
or possess something, or se habere, to be in a certain state (see STh I-II, q. 49, a. 1).
Translations are often misleading. To translate habitus with the English word “habit”
could confuse contemporary connotations of the word with the Scholastic meaning.
Whenever the word “habit” (or habitus) is used in this paper, it is used in its Scholastic
sense. In short, it does not mean some automatic reflex or response passively developed
through repetition (as a twentieth-century person might speak of “a habit of smoking”)
but rather a deliberate qualification of human powers whose exercise always constitutes
a freely chosen act.

!2 “Principium autem intrinsecum est potentia et habitus” (prologue to STk I-11, qq. 49-
54: Leonine edition, 6:309).

'3 Understood in hylomorphic terms, a habit is related to a power as form to matter or
act to potency. It determines or perfects a power, which has the potency to act indeter-
minately, and causes it to act in a determinate way in an easy and steadfast manner.
Because human beings can act in more than one way and because they are subject to ran-
dom, chance influences, their actions require habituation. They can choose and deter-
mine their goals and the means to those goals. Human agents, therefore, need added
dispositions to ensure that they act in accord with their nature. Good habitus ensure that
the rational powers and their natural dispositions toward truth and goodness function
optimally. Habitus are vicious if these basic dispositions are relativized in evil choices,
that is, in choices that cripple the practice of the natural good habit.
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The second way Aquinas’s theory of kabitus lays a foundation
for my thesis is by illustrating that a habit is also a passive power
or agent, that is, capable of receiving further perfection from a
superior habit. Aquinas is careful to point out that habits, like
human activity, are complex. For example, a good habit of the
intellect, such as the habit of science, functions optimally only
when the possible intellect and the interior cognitive senses are
perfected in their respective activities.'” From another perspective,
a habit of science, although materially a habit of the knowledge
of conclusions reached by reasoning, is also formally a habit of
the first principles known by insight from which this reasoning
proceeds. Moral habitus are also complex. Although essentially
an appetitive habit, a moral habit is accidentally or secondarily
a habit of the intellect, that is, prudence.'* The habit of the intel-
lect is related to the habit of the appetite as the accidental form
of a power is related to the substance of the soul, that is, as form
to matter.

The material and formal principles of a composite human
habit (e.g., the habit of a particular science) have the following
significance. The habit that is the material component (e.g., the
habit of memory) is the necessary substratum for the perfecting
form (the habit of science) and, while maintaining its own essen-
tial form, the habit of memory is further defined by the form that
it receives from the superior habit of science. The reality of the
composite habit of science transcends that of either component
principle. Therefore neither the habit of memory nor the habit of
science % se is a habit in an absolute sense. Alone the inferior or
superior habit is imperfect or incomplete, but together the
ordered components form one complete or perfect habit that is
unified by the form of the superior habit.

When we move from Aquinas’s discussion of Zabitus to good
habits or virtues, especially human or acquired virtue, three

" See STh I-11, q. 50, a. 3, ad 3.

' Aquinas speaks of moral virtue as a requirement of prudence. See STh I-1I, q. 57, a.
4. “Therefore, for right reason about things to be done which is prudence, it is necessary
that man have moral virtue” (“ideo ad rectam rationem agibilium quae est prudentia,
requiritur quod homo habeat virtutem moralem”) (STh I-II, q. 58, a. 5: Leonine, 6:376).
All English translations of Latin texts are mine.
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points of central interest vis-a-vis the thesis emerge. First,
Aquinas’s analogous use of the term “virtue" creates a fluid hier-
archy of human virtue. Insofar as the criterion for superior
human virtue is that which inheres in the most perfect human
faculty, the intellect, and that which is directed to the noblest
human activity, contemplation, intellectual acquired virtue
ranks higher than, or is superior to, acquired moral virtue. But
when Aquinas defines human virtue in its absolute sense as that
which involves the will directed to the formal good, then
acquired moral virtue ranks as virtue in an absolute sense (sim-
pliciter) while intellectual virtue is virtue in a restricted sense
(secundum quid)."

With Aquinas's introduction of infused virtue into the hierarchy
of virtue, however, the superiority of acquired moral virtue is
itself relativized. Since divine or infused virtue is directed not to
a particular good but to the absolute Good,” acquired moral
virtue is no longer virtue in an absolute sense but, in reference to
infused virtue, is virtue in a restricted sense. Nevertheless,
because Aquinas demonstrates the complementarity of the

' For Aquinas, the speculative virtues are more excellent than the moral virtues,
objectively speaking, because they proceed more directly from the rational part of the
human soul and are directed to the ultimate end, the contemplation of God. They are less
excellent in the fullest sense of virtue, however, because they lack an act of the will directed
to a formal good. Since only the will, or faculties directed by the will, is directed to bonum
ut bonum, only virtues that perfect these appetites are virtues strictly speaking.
Therefore, in the order of human virtue, only moral virtues are virtues in an absolute
sense. “Thus only the habits pertaining to the appetitive part can be called virtue, not,
however, the intellectual habits, and especially not the speculative habits” (“sic solum
habitus respicientes appetitivam partem virtutes dici possunt, non autem intellectuales,
et specialiter speculativi”) (III Sexnt., d. 23, q. 1, a. 4 qcla. 3, sol. 1: Moos, 3:712).

'" If the human agent is to move toward an end, the end must be known and desired,
i.e., it must be seen as attainable and lovable. Faith is the virtue that enables the human
being to know God for, through faith, “the mind comprehends those things which it
hopes for and loves” (“apprehendit intellectus ea quae sperat et amat”) (STh I-11, q. 62, a.
4: Leonine, 6:405). Hope is the virtue that gives the recipient the confidence that God is
attainable, for, perfected by hope, the will reaches out to its end with a “movement of
intention tending toward [the good] itself as if toward that which is possible to attain”
(“motum intentionis, in ipsum tendentem sicut in id quod est possibile consequi”) (ST I-
II, q. 62, a. 3: Leonine, 6:403). And charity is the virtue that enables the person to love
God because “through it [the will] is transformed, so to speak, into that end” (“per quam
quodammodo transformatur in illum finem”) (ibid.).
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respective ends of acquired moral virtue (particular good) and
infused moral virtue (absolute Good), it can be argued that he
presents acquired moral virtue as disposed toward infused moral
virtue.

Second, Aquinas sets the active-passive potency of the natural
dispositions as the standard for the causality that is characteristic
of human virtue.” Hence, just as the natural dispositions or
“seeds of virtue” are the perfecting principles of the inferior
power of their respective faculties, so is it reasonable to argue
that acquired moral virtue is the perfecting principle of the
natural dispositions that are subordinate to it. Just as natural
dispositions are the perfectible or material principles of the more
perfect principles of the acquired intellectual and moral virtues,
so is it reasonable to argue that acquired moral virtue is the per-
fectible or material principle of infused virtue, which is superior
to it.

Third, through his theory of the unity of human moral virtue,
Aquinas demonstrates that perfect moral virtue is materially an
acquired moral virtue and formally a virtue of prudence. He
asserts that knowledge alone fails to ensure good human activity,
the human appetites, both rational and sensitive, can present
formidable opposition to the direction of reason and demand the
perfection of the moral virtues to dispose them to obey reason,
that is, to obey the direction of prudence.” Therefore, perfect
moral virtue in the human order, or relatively perfect moral
virtue, is a composite virtue that is formally a virtue of prudence
and materially a virtue of justice, temperance, fortitude, or their
allied virtues.

'8 The natural dispositions or “seeds of virtue” are passive principles because they are
receptive to the form of the perfected or acquired virtue, and they are active agents
because, like the natural principle of fire, they induce their own form into the power from
which their action originates. In this way, natural dispositions, with a graduated impact,
impress their form on their respective powers and on each act that proceeds from their
powers until by the frequent repetition of these acts the habits of the virtues and sciences
are perfected.

' To cite only one example, it is not enough for someone to be well-disposed toward
temperate acts in food, drink, and sex by moral virtue; one must also have the knowledge
of how, where, why, and when to be temperate through the intellectual virtue of prudence
before one can be assured of actually being temperate.
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Furthermore, with the composite nature of relatively perfect
moral virtue, a single human virtue consisting of ordered com-
ponents that are in a matter-form relationship, Aquinas sets the
precedent for the composition of an absolutely perfect moral
virtue. That is, through the unifying presence of prudence,
Aquinas defines the prototype of each species of human virtue,
both intellectual and moral, as a composite virtue. Similarly,
through the unity of charity,” he defines absolutely perfect moral
virtue as a virtue that is formally an infused virtue and materi-
ally an acquired virtue. All the infused moral virtues, Aquinas
insists, depend on charity.”! Charity, or supernatural love of God,
is the form, source, and end of all action that is supernatural and
meritorious. As a result, besides acts of faith, hope, and charity,
Christians can posit supernatural acts of fortitude, temperance,
justice, prudence, and their allied virtues, acts that are the means
to attaining their supernatural end or happiness. The other
moral virtues cannot exist without prudence, and prudence can-
not exist without the other moral virtues, for the latter dispose a
person to certain natural ends from which the judgment of pru-
dence begins. But for prudence to judge rightly regarding the
supernatural end, the virtue of charity that fits the agent to that
end must be present.”? In other words, an infused moral virtue,

% For Aquinas, the principle that charity is the form of the virtues means, in its most
general sense, that charity perfects the acts of the other virtues by commanding or direct-
ing them to their ultimate end, in effect by making the justified capable of acts of love
that would otherwise exceed the power of the human will.

In De caritate, Aquinas reiterates the notion of charity as an exemplary form (forma
exemplaris), but he qualifies the notion slightly by explaining that charity is an effective
exemplar form (exemplar effectivum), a form producing acts like itself. Here charity is the
form of the virtues not so much as generating other virtues like itself but as producing
virtues that operate like itself. The nexus between charity and the other virtues is under-
scored in Aquinas’s description: “charity, considered as an act, not only has an exem-
plarity, but it also has a motive and effective force. For there is no effective exemplar
without its copy, because it produces something in being. And thus charity does not exist
without the other virtues” (“Caritas quantum ad actum non solum habet exemplaritatem,
sed etiam virtutem motivam et effectivam. Exemplar autem effectivum non est sine
exemplato; quia producit illud in esse; et sic caritas non est sine aliis virtutibus”) (De
caritate 3, ad 8: Vivés, 14:239).

' See SThI-I1, q. 65, a. 3, and ad 1; De virtutibus cardinalibus 2.

2 Aquinas insists that charity is essential to the infused moral virtues. The infused
virtue of prudence is able to judge correctly regarding the supernatural end only by
means of the direction of charity. Likewise, the other infused moral virtues that are con-
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having received its perfect form from charity, is also able to
effect, produce, and create its own form or perfection in its
acquired counterpart, enabling the acquired virtue to function
just like the infused.

Finally, although Aquinas teaches that a particular acquired
virtue and its infused analogate have the same material act, they
have different formal objects or motives.”* The motive for prac-
ticing supernatural temperance in regard to food, for example, is
a supernatural measure: Christians should chastise their bodies
and bring them into subjection. The motive for practicing natural
temperance in regard to food is a natural measure: food should
not harm the body nor hinder reason.” The end of an acquired
moral virtue is good behavior in human affairs; the end of an
infused moral virtue is to perfect the person as a citizen of heav-
en. Because of the ordered relationship of imperfect to perfect
principles, Aquinas demonstrates that the motive and end of
acquired moral virtue is included within, or is the material com-
ponent of, the motive and end of infused moral virtue. As a

nected with prudence and cannot exist without it, also require the perfection of charity
in order to direct the agent to the absolutely ultimate end (ad finem ultimum simpliciter).
What Aquinas appears to be saying is that the line of command or direction from charity
to the infused moral virtues, except for prudence, is a mediate one. Prudence maintains
its command of the other moral virtues on the supernatural plane; charity informs pru-
dence directly and, through prudence, the other infused moral virtues. In one sense, then,
both charity and prudence connect the infused moral virtues, but charity is their ultimate
bond because all the divine virtues are directed to the end of charity.

B See STh 11, q. 63, a. 4; De virtutibus 10, ad 7, 8, 9; ITI Sent., d. 33, q. 1, a. 2, qcla. 4.

4 “Habits are specifically distinguished in two ways: in one way . . . according to the
specific and formal characters of their objects. . . . It is evident, however, that the mean
which is imposed on desires of this sort according to the rule of human reason differs
from that mean which is imposed according to the divine rule. For example, in the con-
sumption of food, by human reason the mean is established that it should not injure bod-
ily health nor impede the act of reason. But according to the rule of divine law, it is
required that, by abstinence from food and drink and from other like things, man should
chastise his body and veduce it to servitude” (“dupliciter habitus distinguuntur specie.
Uno modo . . . secundum speciales et formales rationes obiectorum. . . . Manifestum est
autem quod alterius rationis est modus qui imponitur in huiusmodi concupiscentiis
secundum regulam rationis humanae, et secundum regulam divinam. Puta in sumptione
ciborum, ratione humana modus statuitur ut non noceat valetudini corporis, nec impe-
diat rationis actum; secundum autem regulam legis divinae, requiritur quod homo cas-
tiget corpus suum, et in servitutem redigat, per abstinentiam cibi et potus, et aliorum
huiusmodi”) (ST I-11, q. 63, a. 4: Leonine, 6:411; see also ibid., ad 1).
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result, an act of temperance following from a perfect virtue of
temperance is a single act performed from two ordered motives
and for two ordered ends.”

B) Aquinas's Teaching on Structurally Related Issues

We have demonstrated the compatibility of the reconstructed
theory of the relation between acquired and infused moral
virtues with Aquinas’s explicit teaching on virtue, but it is also
possible to verify the validity of this theory by illustrating its
complementarity to his indirect teaching regarding this question,
that is, in respect to cases that are analogous to the relation of the
two species of moral virtue and that illustrate his conception of
the unity of any entity that consists of distinct components
ordered to each other as matter to form.” For example, Aquinas
argues that the informed human act, though composed of the
material-formal components of the commanded act and the act
of command, is one act.” The human person, though composed
of the material-formal principles of body and soul, is one human

5 As far as the intention of an act is concerned, Aquinas insists that the human agent
is able to intend more than one thing at the same time. Therefore, since intention
responds to both a final and a proximate end, it is possible to do one and the same act for
both a natural and a supernatural end. See STh I-11, q. 12, a. 3.

% See G. P. Klubertanz, “The Unity of Human Activity,” The Modern Schoolman 27
(January 1950): 75-103.

 «But just as in the genus of natural things a certain whole [being] is composed of
matter and form as, [for example] the man who is one natural being is composed from
soul and body, although [this whole] may have many part, so also, in human acts, the act
of an inferior power is related to the act of the superior power materially. For the inferi-
or power acts in virtue of the superior power moving it; even so the act of a prime mover
is related to the act of its instrument formally. Hence, it is evident that a command and
the act commanded are one human act, just as some whole [thing] is one, but as to its
parts is many” (“Sicut autem in genere rerum naturalium, aliquod totum componitur ex
materia et forma, ut homo ex anima et corpore, qui est unum ens naturale, licet habeat
multitudinem partium ita etiam in actibus humanis, actus inferiores potentiae materi-
aliter se habet ad actum superioris, inquantum inferior potentia agit in virtute superioris
moventis ipsam: sic enim et actus moventis primi formaliter se habet ad actum instru-
menti. Unde patet quod imperium et actus imperatus sunt unus actus humanus, sicut
quoddam totum est unum, sed est secundum partes multa”) (STh I-I1, q. 17, a. 4: Leonine,
6:121).
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person.? The activity of Christ, though composed of the material-
formal causes of human and divine activity, is a single activity,”
and the Divine Law, though composed of the material-formal
elements of the Old Law and the Gospel Law, is a single law.*
Therefore, we can deduce, mutatis mutandis, what Aquinas
might have said if he would have asked the question “How do
the acquired and infused moral virtues function within the jus-
tified person?” Moral virtue in the Christian, though composed
of acquired and infused moral virtue, is an indivisible but com-
posite virtue that is formally an infused moral virtue and
materially an acquired moral virtue.

II. INADEQUATE THEORIES OF FACILITY®
A) The Suarezian Theory of Facility in the Moval Virtues

The main lines of the sixteenth-century Scholastic response to
the objection that infused moral virtues do not confer facility*

2 4Tt is not necessary to ask if the body and soul are one [thing] as neither [is it neces-
sary to ask whether] the wax and its shape are [one thing]” (non oportet quarere si unum
est anima et corpus, sicut neque ceram et figuram”) (cited in STk I, q. 76, a. 7, s.c.:
Aristotle, De anima 2.1 [412b 6-9]).

 «“Dionysius posits a theandric operation, that is, a divine-male or divine-human opera-
tion in Christ, not through some confusion of the activities or powers of both natures but,
through this, that his divine action uses his human action and his human action partici-
pates in the power of the divine action” (“‘Dionysius ponit in Christo operationem thean-
dricum, idest divinam-virilem vel divinem-humanum, non per aliquam confusionem
operationum seu virtutem utriusque naturae, sed per hoc quod divina operatio eius uti-
tur humana eius operatione, et humana operatio participat virtutem divinae operatio-
nis") (STh III, q. 19, a. 1, ad 1: Leonine, 11:240).

* See STh I-1I, q. 91, a. 5.

' Coerver identifies a number of principal opinions regarding facility among
Thomistic commentators between the mid-16th and 20th centuries. Of these, the opin-
ions of Sudrez and Billot are, in Coerver's estimate, the two main theories. See Coerver,
Facility, 65-67.

%2 John Duns Scotus, O.F.M. (1274-1308) denied the existence of infused moral virtues
distinct from theological virtues, particularly from charity which he argued is sufficient
to direct the acquired virtues to a supernatural end. Subsequent to this refutation, an
extensive debate ensued over the existence and the nature of infused moral virtue (see
Coerver, Facility, 10-11; Cessario, Moral Virtues, 103-4). Sixteenth- and seventeenth-
century Scholastics, in the revival of theological speculation that accompanied the
Counter-Reformation, defended Aquinas’s doctrine on the infused moral virtues against
two principal objections: first, the moral virtues are not infused; second, these supposed
virtues do not confer facility in the practice of virtue.
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can be traced to Francisco Sudrez (1548-1617), who, followed by
the Salmanticenses (Discalced Carmelites) and J. B. Gonet, O.P.
(ca. 1616-81),* introduced the distinction between extrinsic and
intrinsic facility in reference to the acquired and infused moral
virtues, respectively. He explains the distinction thus:

A twofold facility can be distinguished: one is intrinsic which per se is
in each faculty in relation to the act to which [that faculty] is inclined;
the other is through the removal of impediments which occur per acci-
dens. These [infused] virtues, therefore, give the first kind of facility
inasmuch as they confer an intrinsic ease of acting to the acts to which
they are connaturally inclined as to their own end and ultimate act.
Therefore, since these virtues are intrinsically in their powers, they are
as certain weights inclining the powers to their proper acts. In this way,
they give intrinsic facility. . . . But they do not supply an extrinsic facility
because the contrary difficulty comes either from natural ignorance or
inconsideration, or from the stirrings of concupiscence, or from the
corruptibility of body; these impediments, however, are not taken away
by the [infused] virtues.**

Sudrez argues that although the intrinsic facility of the infused
virtues qualifies as facility in a broad sense by conferring a posi-
tive inclination of the faculty to the good of virtue, it does not
remove external impediments that may cause difficulties in the
exercise of the virtuous act.* In order for the intrinsic facility of
the infused virtue to become operationally functional, it needs to

** Coerver (Facility, 26-28) points out that in his Clypeus theologiae thomisticae con-
tra novos ejus impugnatores, Gonet quotes verbatim the definition of intrinsic and extrin-
sic facility from the Cursus Theologicus, a theological treatise based on the outline of the
Summa Theologiae, the bulk of which was written in the seventeenth century by the
Salmanticenses, Discalced Carmelites of the College of St. Elias in Salamanca, Spain.

* “Duplex enim facilitas . . . distingui potest: una est intrinseca, quae per se inest
cuicumque facultati respectu actus ad quem inclinatur; alia est per ablationem impedi-
mentorum quae per accidens occurrunt. Hae igitur virtutes priorem dant facilitatem, eo
ipso quod intrinsecam conferunt operandi facultatem ad actus ad quos connaturaliter
inclinantur tanquam ad finem suum, et ultimum actum. Unde cum hae virtutes intrinsece
insint suis potentiis, sunt veluti pondera quaedam ad suos actus inclinantia potentias.
Hoc ergo modo dant intrinsecam facilitatem sicut supra etiam de Theologicis virtutibus
tetigimus. At vero extrinsecam facilitatem non praebent, quia contraria difficultas
provenit aut ex naturali ignorantia vel inconsideratione, aut ex fomite concupiscentiae,
vel corporis corruptibilitate; haec autem impedimenta per has virtutes non auferuntur”
(Sudrez, Opera Omnia, vol. 9, book 6, chap. 9, n. 9: Coerver, Facility, n. 52).

% Coerver, Facility, 29.
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be complemented by the extrinsic facility of the acquired virtue.
In what way acquired virtues render this assistance is the next
issue to be investigated.

After making the distinction between the extrinsic facility
associated with the acquired virtues and the intrinsic facility
proper to the infused virtues, Suarez discusses yet another diffi-
culty that is both practical and theoretical. Experience teaches
that there is an extrinsic facility of action connected with the
repeated exercise of infused virtues. How does one account for
this kind of facility? Sudrez suggests two logical sources:

First, as a result of the same [repeated] supernatural and infused acts
that are from infused habits or those that are elicited by divine help,
other habits are acquired, or, second, as a result of other natural acts
which can be produced concerning the same matter of the infused
habits . . . habits are produced proportionate to such acts.*

In the first solution, an acquired habit that is generated directly
from the repeated acts of infused moral virtues is the origin of
the facility. For example, repeated acts of infused prudence
would produce an acquired virtue of prudence which, in turn,
lends a facility of action to the infused virtue. Suarez rejects this
theory “because a habit which is acquired concerning natural
acts tends toward acts of the same kind as those from which it
originated and toward the same object under the same formality;
the acquired habit cannot tend to the same object under the
same formality [as an infused virtue] because that object is
supernatural.”® Therefore, infused acts of virtue could no more
generate an acquired virtue than acquired acts of virtue could
produce infused virtue. As Sudrez states, “A natural quality does

%“Primo, quia per eosdem actus supernaturales et infusos, qui ab habitibus infusis; vel
per divinum auxilium eliciuntur, alii habitus acquiruntur. Secundo, quia per alios actus
naturales qui circa easdem materias habituum infusorum fieri possunt . . . producuntur
habitus talibus actibus proportionati” (Sudrez, Opera Omnia, vol. 9, book 6, chap. 14, n.
2; Coerver, Facility, 36 n. 2).

$7 “quia habitus qui acquiritur circa actus naturales, inclinat ad actus ejusdem rationis
cum his a quibus genitus est, et ad idem objectum sub eadem ratione formali; habitus
acquisitus non potest inclinare ad idem objectum sub eadem ratione formali, quia illud
objectum supernaturale est” (Suarez, Opera Omnia, vol. 9, book 6, chap. 14, n. 7).
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not have a natural appetite toward the supernatural.”* Instead,
Suarez suggests that the facility of action associated with the
exercise of infused virtues originates directly from the grace of
God that increases the effective power of the infused virtue. The
repetition of purely supernatural acts of virtue, then, disposes
faculties for ease in the exercise of infused virtue “by removing
impediments, by moderating some affections, or by in some way
excluding repugnant habits.”*

Suérez explains that a second possible source of extrinsic facility
associated with the exercise of infused virtue has its origin in
purely natural acts of acquired virtue. In this case, acts of
acquired prudence exercised independently of acts of infused
prudence would communicate facility to the virtue of infused
prudence. Suarez endorses the second theory but nuances it.
Although the repetition of purely natural acts of virtue does not
confer direct extrinsic facility of action on the infused virtues, it
does give a per accidens extrinsic facility. In other words, there is
a connection between purely natural acts of acquired virtue and
purely supernatural acts of infused moral virtues in that the
exercise of the acquired virtue, being directed to the same mate-
rial object as the infused virtue, contributes a facility of action,
or ease of performance, to the latter.

In sum, then, according to Sudrez the acquired and infused
moral virtues are principally related in one way: the repeated
exercise of purely natural acts of acquired virtue can communi-
cate a certain facility of action to their infused counterparts.
That is, they do not directly or positively assist in the perfor-
mance of supernatural acts of virtue, but they assist in an
indirect or dispositive way by removing impediments, moderating
affections, and excluding vices. Only the grace of God and
repeated acts of purely supernatural virtue, however, contribute
directly and positively to facility in the infused virtues.

% “tum quia naturalis qualitas non habet naturalem appetitum ad supernaturalia”
(ibid.).

% «ollendo impedimenta, moderando aliquos affectus, vel habitus aliquo modo repug-
nantes excludando” (ibid., n. 24; Coerver, Facility, 37 n. 3).
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. B) Critique

Sudrez is correct in his recognition and interpretation of basic
Thomistic principles regarding the differences between the
acquired and infused virtues. However, if he had carried the
implications of these principles to their logical conclusion, he
would have come to a different verdict. As it stands, he contradicts
the very principles he initially upholds.

First, it should be conceded that the distinction Suarez makes
between extrinsic facility proper to an acquired virtue and
intrinsic facility associated with infused virtue (theological and
moral) is a faithful interpretation of the brief references of
Aquinas to the question. Furthermore, Suarez's definitions of the
nature of the two kinds of facility are accurate representations of
the distinctions noted by Aquinas. In sum, by eradicating impedi-
ments to virtuous acts, acquired virtues make the performance
of those acts easy, prompt, and enjoyable. Infused moral virtues,
on the other hand, are infused by God rather than acquired
through human practice, and therefore do not confer an extrinsic
facility of action. They do incline the person to the good of
virtue, however, and the respective human power to the good of
virtuous acts.

Nevertheless, after this clear delineation of the distinct kinds
of facility peculiar to acquired and infused virtues, Suirez con-
tradicts himself when he insists that extrinsic facility of action
cannot be attributed to acquired virtues but comes directly from
grace, particularly from the persistent exercise of the infused
virtues. It is probably correct to suggest that such a conclusion is
an effort by Sudrez and proponents of his theory of facility to be
solidly anti-Pelagian.” But it must be said that, by the time he
wrote the Summa Theologiae, Aquinas was also thoroughly anti-
Pelagian; yet he manages to keep in balance the supremacy of
divine intervention and the dignity of human effort. While
Aquinas admits the complementarity and reciprocity between
human and divine effort in the Christian moral life, Sudrez
appears to underscore the preeminence of the divine by denying
any human contribution to supernatural moral activity.

“ Billot, De virtutibus infusis, 58.



204 RENEE MIRKES, O.S.F.

Second, it should be conceded that Sudrez correctly maintains
two complementary rules that Aquinas sets down throughout his
treatise on virtue: first, virtues are divided into different species
based on their distinct formal objects; second, the effects of
virtue are proportionate to their cause so that, for example,
infused virtue cannot be said to be the cause of acquired virtue,
nor acquired virtue the cause of infused virtue. Based on their
specific difference, Sudrez contends that repeated acts of infused
virtue cannot produce an acquired virtue anymore than repeated
acts of acquired virtue can generate supernatural virtues. A
supernatural effect, therefore, cannot have a natural cause and
vice versa. If this principle is applied logically to facility in
virtue, an acquired virtue cannot produce intrinsic facility, and
an infused virtue cannot generate extrinsic facility. Sudrez, there-
fore, accurately interprets Aquinas’s teaching on the specific dif-
ference between the acquired and infused moral virtues by rea-
soning that if one wants to account for the extrinsic facility that
experience indicates can also be associated with repeated acts of
infused virtue, one cannot say that the acquired virtue responsible
for this facility is generated by an infused virtue. Nevertheless,
instead of insisting that the acquired virtue would have to be
produced by a proportionate natural cause, he denies his original
association of extrinsic facility with acquired virtue and claims
that the extrinsic facility of the infused virtue comes directly
from grace and from the repeated acts of infused virtues.

Perhaps the underlying flaw that is responsible for Sudrez's
inconsistent reasoning is his exclusive notion of moral virtue,
namely, his assumption that in the Christian life there can be
purely natural or purely supernatural virtues. The comprehen-
sive or inclusive view of virtue proposed by Aquinas and sup-
posed in the thesis of this study, namely, that perfect virtue for
the Christian who also possesses the acquired virtues is a com-
posite but single entity, dictates that every Christian virtue, ade-
quately considered, is an ordered reality in which the component
parts are related as matter to form. A moral virtue, in its
absolutely perfect state, is formally speaking supernatural or an
infused virtue and materially speaking natural or an acquired
moral virtue. For an infused moral or theological virtue to be
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rated as a complete or perfect example of that kind of virtue,
both the material and the formal causes or principles must make
their proper contribution. The formal cause is the supernatural
perfection that determines the composite virtue to be the kind
that it is; the material cause is the natural perfection that is in
potency to the perfecting formal cause and is able to be deter-
mined by it, while at the same time exercising its own reciprocal
causality.

There is no evidence in Aquinas, then, to support the claim
that, in the life of the Christian who also possesses the acquired
virtues, there is the possibility of performing purely natural acts
of acquired virtue. One could argue that there might be
Christian acts of moral virtue that are performed predominantly
from natural motives, but taking into account what Aquinas
says about virtual intention and charity, even these acts would
be formally supernatural.*

Although Aquinas speaks of a Christian who performs exclu-
sively supernatural acts of diligence or prudence, he also points
out that such an act falls short of perfect virtue or the “fuller”
virtue of diligence.” A moral virtue of diligence or prudence that
lacks a material component only aids the individual to make
good decisions regarding supernatural life; it does not also help
him to decide well in human affairs. Sudrez’s exclusive notion of
virtue requires him to substitute a caricature of infused virtue—
an act that is purely supernatural—for the inclusive notion of
perfect moral virtue presented by Aquinas. Only when absolutely
perfect moral virtue is understood as a single, ordered reality do
the examples of Aquinas that allude to a lack of facility in those
who are practicing infused moral virtue make any sense. The
reason that the person still suffers a lack of ease in the perfor-
mance of infused virtues after their restoral following sacramental
penance, for example, is that the infused virtue is still linked
with the material component of an acquired vice or a vicious dis-
position. Until the person is able to replace the acquired vice
with an acquired virtue, ease in performing the infused virtue

4! See De car, 11, ad 2.
2 See SThII-IL, q. 47, a. 14, ad 1.
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cannot occur. If Sudrez were correct and the repeated acts of
purely supernatural infused virtues and grace produced a direct
extrinsic facility, Aquinas’s examples would be nullified. The
individual who repents and therefore possesses the infused
virtues and practices them should, in the Suarezian view,
perform them with ease.

Finally, Sudrez’s conclusions about facility in the infused
virtues fail to provide an explicit discussion of the implications
of the theory of facility for the larger question of the interplay
between human moral effort and divine intervention in the life
of a Christian. Instead of making an “end” of the theoretical dis-
cussion of facility and the insight it gives about the relationship
between the acquired and infused virtues, Aquinas’s doctrine on
perfect moral virtue in the Christian acts as a “window” that
opens onto the broader view of the divine-human interplay in
the Christian life as a whole. The first practical implication that
one can draw from Aquinas’s schema is that human moral effort
in the Christian life is not to be suppressed or neglected. By its
very nature, human activity lies open to or is dispositive toward
divine intervention with its purifying and perfecting power. God
expects human beings to do their part and accepts human effort
as the very complement of grace.” The second practical implica-
tion is that grace and divine infusion of virtue is the primary or
formative cause of Christian moral activity. Grace permeates
nature. The contribution of the Christian, by way of the exercise

“ 1t is well to note here that Aquinas’s concept of nature and grace, which the mat-
ter/form relation of the acquired and infused moral virtues presages, bears little resem-
blance to the “standard view of nature and grace in post-Tridentine and neo-Scholastic
theology” to which Karl Rahner (Nature and Grace, trans. Dina Wharton [London and
New York: Sheed and Ward, 1963], 1; see esp 1-44) strenuously objected. For Aquinas,
grace transforms nature without destroying it; grace corrects and perfects nature without
denying its dignity. Rahner was correct, then, in his criticism of later Thomistic com-
mentators who taught that the natural and supernatural “interpenetrate as little as pos-
sible,” or that nature’s orientation to grace “is thought of as negatively as possible,” or
that the natural being of man “is a closed system complete in itself with grace as a pure
superstructure that leaves what is beneath unchanged” (ibid., 7). Aquinas’s theory of the
unity of perfect moral virtue, with its focus on an existential description of the
nature/grace composite of the moral act of a Christian, accomplishes precisely what
Rahner insists contemporary theology must teach about grace, namely, how grace
“penetrates our conscious life, not only our essence but our existence too” (ibid., 26).
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of virtue, takes place only because of the antecedent gratuitous
will of God; divine grace precedes all human effort. Human
moral activity and the growth and development of virtue in the
Christian life have their source and their ultimate meaning and
perfection in God.

C) Billot’s Theory of Facility in the Moval Virtues

If the concept of facility is to be applied to the infused virtues,
Louis Cardinal Billot argues, it must include more than the con-
ferral of the possibility of supernatural activity. The facility of
the infused virtue must also confer an inclination to the object of
virtue (i.e., the good), or an inclination to acts of virtue (i.e., the
actual pursuit of the good). These two types of inclination are
formally distinct and existentially separable, however. One could
have an inclination to the object of virtue without having the
inclination to the act of virtue.” In order to illustrate his point,
Billot appeals to the example of two persons who are in bad
health. The first has a strong desire to get well, but he has no
inclination to take medicine that he dislikes. The second does not
have a burning desire to get well, but he has no aversion to
taking medicine. The infused virtues confer the first kind of
facility in that they give a “special inclination to the good which
is its object,”” but they do not confer the second type of facility,
that is, an inclination to acts of virtue. Only the acquired virtues
suppress their contrary vices, temper the passions, and thus -
make possible the prompt and easy exercise of acts of virtue.
Nevertheless, Billot maintains that the facility of the infused
virtues still qualifies as facility in the broad sense because it
includes an inclination to the good.*

Regarding the question of whether an acquired virtue com-
municates a facility to its concomitant infused virtue, Billot
agrees with Sudrez that, if the Christian possesses the acquired
moral virtues, they confer a per accidens facility in performing

* Coerver, Facility, 32.

* “specialem inclinationem ad bonum quod est eius obiectum” (Billot, De virtutibus
infusis, 34).

* Coerver, Facility, 32.
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supernatural acts of virtue.” But, in response to the question of
whether repeated acts of the infused virtues contribute to the
facility of the infused virtues, Billot maintains that human expe-
rience teaches that they produce acquired habits and, therefore,
facility.”® In the lives of saints, for example, there is no adequate
explanation for the facility that one sees in their practice of the
infused virtues unless one admits that through the repetition of
supernatural acts an acquired virtue is produced. The latter
ensures that “the natural power is better subjected to the same
infused virtue, and it is always more and more disciplined to
perform promptly according to [the infused virtue].”*

Against the Suarezian position that describes God as the
direct or per se origin of the facility of the practice of the infused
virtues, Billot argues that grace is an extrinsic factor, and the
kind of facility that accrues to the infused virtues is intrinsic to
the respective faculty. Also, when Suarez and proponents of his
view admit that the facility that belongs to the repetition of acts
of infused moral virtues moderates passion, Billot asserts that
“they implicitly concede our conclusion, namely, that a habit is
generated by which ease of practice of the same virtue is posi-
tively acquired.”™ It is inconsistent for proponents of the
Suarezian theory, on the one hand, to admit that the facility that
follows from the repetition of the infused virtues moderates pas-
sions and removes impediments to virtue and, on the other, to
deny that repeated acts of infused virtue produce an acquired
virtue.” Furthermore, to hold such a position is absurd because
it is tantamount to admitting that, despite the repetition of
infused virtue, Christians will never have the ease, readiness,
and delight in their moral activity that persons without grace
exhibit who possess acquired virtue.

¥ Ibid., 39.

* Ibid., $8.

* “naturalis potentia eidem infusae virtuti melius subiicitur, et semper magis magisque
disciplinatur ad prompte operandum secundam ipsam” (Billot, De virtutibus infusis, 50;
see Coerver, Facility, 55 n. 67).

% “implicite concedunt conclusionem nostram, videlicet: generari habitum quo facili-
tas exercitii eiusdem virtutis positive acquiritur” (Billot, De virtutibus infusis, 51).

5! Coerver, Facility, 55-56.

$21bid., s6.
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In response to Sudrez’s argument that an infused virtue with
its specific formal object cannot produce a concomitant acquired
virtue with a different formal object, Billot contends that this
claim substitutes an obscure point for an obvious fact. He advises
that, first, the abstruse remarks concerning the specific formal
objects of the infused and acquired virtues ought to be aban-
doned in favor of the straightforward empirical datum that facility
does develop from the repetition of acts of infused moral virtue.*’
As Billot insists: “What is more clear than that from repeated
acts of infused virtue the same facility of exercise is totally
acquired as is ordinarily acquired from any repetition of human
acts?”* Second, if one makes a distinction between the way a
habit is caused by repeated acts and the way acts are caused by
a habit, the difficulty of diverse formal objects can be resolved.”

When we analyze the way an act is caused by a habit, Billot
explains, it is clear that the act takes on the same formal deter-
mination as its respective habit and the faculty it perfects. On
that account, only supernatural acts will follow from a power
perfected by a supernatural virtue. According to the mode of
operation of a supernatural virtue, then, a supernatural habit
neither produces an acquired virtue or act nor is it directed to the
same formal object as the acquired virtue.

But if we examine the way a habit is caused by repeated acts,
it is possible to argue that a natural virtue can proceed from a
supernatural virtue; a natural virtue is virtually contained in the
supernatural, and the natural virtue is directed to the same for-
mal object as the supernatural.*® Billot argues that although each
faculty, as a passive power, receives the impressions of repeated
supernatural acts, it does not receive their supernaturality. The
faculty, exercised in the same way by repeated acts of both
acquired and infused moral virtues, is indifferent to natural or

%3 Ibid., 58.

54 “quid clarius quam quod ex frequentatione actuum virtutis infusae eadem omnino
acquiritur exercitii facilitas, quae acquiri solet ex qualibet repetitione actuum humano-
rum?” (Billot, De virtutibus infusis, 53).

$S Coerver, Facility, 68.

% Ibid., 68-69; Billot, De virtutibus infusis, 60.
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supernatural formation.” What happens when the faculty is
formed by repeated supernatural acts is that it acquires a dispo-
sition and a propensity to perform similar acts of virtue. In other
words, this disposition and propensity are the acquired habit
and the facility that follows from it. Therefore, when the active
agent determining the faculty is the repeated acts of infused
virtue, the disposition or facility that is produced in the faculty
is nevertheless an acquired virtue.”® Thus, according to the way
in which a habit is produced by acts, there is a common formal
object between the acquired and infused virtue, and therefore a
univocal predication between the substance of the acquired
moral act and that of the act of the infused virtue.”

In defense of the position that the facility that accompanies
repeated acts of infused virtue has its source in acquired virtue
as generated from the infused, Billot has his own interpretation
of the following passage from the Swumma Theologiae.
(Coincidentally, this text is also used as a proof for the Suarezian
argument that an infused virtue cannot produce an acquired
virtue.)

Acts which are produced by an infused habit do not cause some habit
but strengthen a preexisting one, just as medicines brought to a natu-
rally healthy man do not cause health but rather reinforce the health
already possessed.*®

Billot argues that if this text is understood in its context, it does
not contradict his position.” First, Aquinas is referring to both
the theological virtues and the infused moral virtues when he
refers to the category of “infused virtue.” Second, it must be
noted that Aquinas is presupposing the principle that two habits
of the same species cannot exist in the same subject. With this
context in mind, one can interpret Aquinas as saying that the

*7 Coerver, Facility, 58.

% Ibid., 58, 69.

%9 Ibid., 68.

® «Dicendum quod actus qui producuntur ex habitu infuso, non causant aliquem
habitum, sed confirmant habitum praeexistentem: sicut medicinalia adhibita homini
sano per naturam, non causant aliquam sanitatem, sed sanitatem prius habitam corrob-
orant” (STh I.II, q. 51, a. 4, ad 3: Leonine, 6:329; cited in Coerver, Facility, 61 n. 84).

! Coerver, Facility, 61-62.
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infusion of virtue does not mean that two species of the same
virtue exist in the Christian at the same time. Neither the repeated
acts of theological virtue nor the repeated acts of infused moral
virtue produce virtues of the same species. For that reason, the
exercise of infused moral virtue {one species) cannot produce
infused moral virtue {same species), nor can the exercise of
infused moral virtue produce acquired moral virtue, because, in
Billot’s schema, “the per accidens infused virtue [infused moral
virtue] is of the very same species as the acquired virtue.”®
Based on the same principle, the exercise of repeated acts of
theological virtue (one species) cannot generate other theological
virtues (same species). However, Aquinas does not, according to
Billot, rule out the possibility that the repeated exercise of theo-
logical virtue (one species) is able to generate acquired virtue
(different species). Thus Billot concludes that Aquinas’s text
does not contradict his theory that the exercise of infused theo-
logical virtues produces an acquired virtue.

D) Critique

In Billot’s theory of facility in the infused virtues, the acquired
and infused virtues are related in two ways. First, repeated acts of
purely natural or acquired virtue can communicate an acciden-
tal extrinsic facility to the performance of their infused counter-
part. Second, repeated acts of infused theological virtue generate
acquired virtue which, in turn, confers to the theological virtues
a per se facility of action.®® Billot’s notion of a natural virtue
being virtually contained in an infused theological virtue means
that the acquired and infused virtue are directed to the same
object, the supernatural end, and therefore are of the same sub-
stance. Although this approximates Aquinas’s idea of a compos-
ite moral virtue in the Christian life, Billot is unsuccessful, on
another score, in doing justice to Aquinas’s inclusive concept of
moral virtue in the life of grace. Having categorized the acquired

 “infusus per accidens omnino eiusdem speciei est cum acquisito” (Billot, De vir-

tutibus infusis, 56).

% As discussed above, the first type of facility is called accidental because it follows
from acts performed independently of the infused virtues. Per se facility follows directly
from repeated acts of infused virtue.
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and infused moral virtues as the same species of virtue, and fol-
lowing Aquinas’s principle that two species of the same virtue
cannot exist in the same subject, Billot is unable to extend his
analysis of per se facility in the infused virtues to include the
question of the relationship between the two species of moral
virtue. Failing on that point, he is also prevented from mining
completely the rich vein that Aquinas explores, namely, the
human fullness of moral virtue in the Christian life, with its even
richer implications for the interplay of nature and grace in the
moral activity of the justified.

In his observations regarding the communication of an acci-
dental facility from the acquired virtues to the infused, Billot displays
the same exclusive theory of moral virtue as Suarez. Accordingly,
the Christian is able to practice purely natural acts of virtue
which, in helping to remove impediments to the exercise of
virtue, make performance of acts of infused virtue easier.

As discussed above, this exclusive notion of Christian virtue
cannot be reconciled with Aquinas’s presentation of absolutely
perfect moral virtue., In the Christian who also possesses the
acquired virtues, moral virtue is a composite, ordered reality. It
consists of an acquired virtue or material component and an
infused virtue or formal component that together enable the jus-
tified to perform moral acts that are directed to one material
object under two different but ordered formalities. We have
already noted that Aquinas does recognize that moral virtue in
its perfect state does not belong to every Christian. However,
although he alludes to the fact that some Christians perform
good acts from the infused virtues alone,”* Aquinas does not pre-
sent the reverse possibility of a Christian who performs purely
natural acts of virtue. He admits, of course, that the good pagan
can be naturally virtuous,” but even these virtues must be
understood against Aquinas’s remarks that all good acts are the
result of divine and human causality.

8 In SThII-1I, q. 47, a. 14, ad 1, Aquinas presents the case of an infused virtue of dili-
gence that suffices for good judgment regarding supernatural matters versus a “fuller”
supernatural virtue of diligence that equips one for good judgment in both eternal and
temporal affairs.

 See STh I-11, q. 65, a. 2.
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Essential to Billot’s theory is his assertion that what ought to
be given primary consideration in the discussion of facility is not
the obscure point of the specific difference between the acquired
and infused virtues that Sudrez emphasizes but a datum of uni-
versal experience, namely, that the practice of acts of infused
virtues is accompanied by a facility of action. There are two criti-
cisms to be raised against this assertion. First, as we have
already pointed out, personal experience and examples from
texts of Aquinas contradict Billot’s insistence on a direct corol-
lary between facility and the exercise of infused virtues.
Aquinas’s example of a Christian who, following a sincere act of
contrition for serious sin, experiences difficulty in his practice of
virtue due to acquired vicious dispositions challenges Billot’s
suggestion that facility or an acquired virtue universally accom-
panies the exercise of infused virtues. The fact that, after
recourse to the sacrament of penance, a person once again pos-
sesses the infused virtues but still experiences a lack of facility in
their performance belies Billot’s theory. Similarly, the case of a
saintly person who possesses the infused virtues and who prac-
tices supernatural acts of temperance but who, as a recovering
alcoholic, struggles to stay sober because he lacks the acquired
virtue of temperance or the material component of Christian
moral virtue also rebuts Billot’s assumption. What conforms
more closely to a lived experience of the graced life for many is
the situation of a Christian who exercises infused moral virtues
without having the acquired counterpart and who struggles in
the practice of moral virtue. Therefore, only when that exercise
of infused moral virtue is accompanied by an ease of practice can
we posit the existence of the acquired virtues as the source of
that facility. In short, facility car accompany the performance of
infused virtues, but it does not universally do so.

The more fundamental question that Billot’s theory answers
only unsatisfactorily is: What is the cause of the acquired virtue
that confers facility in the performance of infused virtues when
it is present? Certainly Billot has discovered part of the answer
when he connects facility with the possession of acquired virtues.
Yet when he maintains that the acquired virtues are generated
from the repeated acts of infused virtue, it is clear that he does
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not grasp the whole answer. It is consistent for Billot to argue in
this manner because he ignores the implications of Aquinas’s
teaching on the difference of formal objects between the
acquired and the infused virtues. If he had recognized the con-
nection between the specific difference of the acquired and
infused virtues and Aquinas’s principle of the proportion
between cause and effect, he would eventually have had to jus-
tify his claim that an infused virtue containing a supernatural
perfection could generate a virtue containing a natural perfection.

The principal flaw of Billot’s conclusion regarding the cause
of the facility that accompanies the performance of infused
virtue is that he neglects to take account of an important factor
in the generation of a virtue: a perfection or virtue is produced in
its respective power only when the act that is repeatedly
performed contains the perfection of that virtue. To acquire a
natural virtue of prudence, for example, the person needs
repeatedly to perform acts that contain the perfection of right
reason until the accumulated effect of these acts brings the
power from a state of potency to actuality, and the person is able
consistently and with ease to judge rightly about what is to be
done in the here and now. It is the perfection or the goodness of
the repeated act in which the agent wills the good as a good for
himself that is responsible for the formation of the virtue.
Against Billot’s claim that the power itself, merely by its repeated
exercise, produces a perfection or virtue, it is necessary to point
out that the power % se is in potency; it lacks perfection and only
becomes determined, actualized, or perfected through repeated
acts that contain the perfection of the virtue being formed. In
short, one cannot explain the cause of a perfected power or
virtue by something within the power itself, because the power
is only in potency to the virtuous disposition.

Billot is correct to insist that the natural faculty lacks the
capacity to receive the supernatural character of the repeated
acts of an infused virtue. This, after all, is precisely why Aquinas
insists that supernatural virtues must be infused by God. But
Billot is led to a faulty conclusion regarding the cause of the
acquired virtue and its facility when he neglects the point that
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human faculties do have the capacity to be determined by the
natural perfection of repeated acts of acquired virtue. This natural
perfection follows from the mean of the virtue set by the rule of
reason which is realized in the formal object or motive of the act.
The perfection or mean of the acquired virtue of temperance in
food consists of the practice of moderation in food from the
motive of promoting health of mind and body. This virtue is
acquired by the person who, over time and in varying circum-
stances, deliberately chooses to eat moderately in order to pro-
mote a healthy mind and body and to become a productive
member of the temporal city. Only after the faculty of the con-
cupiscible power is exercised by acts containing this perfection
does the power acquire the perfection of that virtue and the con-
comitant ease of performance. In sum, Billot’s conclusion that
acquired virtue proceeds from repeated acts of infused virtue not
only contradicts the Thomistic principle that effects are propor-
tionate to their causes, but also deviates from Aquinas’s expla-
nation of the correlation between the perfection of the repeated
acts and the actualization of the respective power in the process
of acquiring virtue.

Billot’s attempt to prove that there is no contradiction
between the text of Aquinas that states that repeated acts of
infused virtue do not produce another habit of the same species,
and his own theory that repeated acts of infused theological
virtue generate an acquired virtue,” also deserve closer examina-
tion. First, Billot argues that the passage applies to virtue
infused per se, that is, to theological virtue, not to infused moral
virtues. Second, viewed in this framework, the text only denies
that acts of theological virtue are able to produce other theo-
logical virtues. But it does not exclude the possibility that acts of
theological virtue are able to produce virtues of other species,
such as acquired virtues. Therefore, in concluding that repeated
acts of theological virtue (one species of virtue) can produce
acquired virtue (a different species of virtue), Billot emphasizes

% See STh I-II, q. 51, a. 4.
% Billot, De virtutibus infusis, 55-56.
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that he does not violate Aquinas’s principle that virtues of the
same species cannot coexist in the same subject.®

The logic of Billot’s argumentation, particularly regarding the
specific likeness of the acquired and infused moral virtue, com-
pletely diverts him from the question of the relation between the
repeated acts of infused moral virtue and facility. One can only
speculate that, if he had taken into account the specific differ-
ence between the acquired and infused moral virtues, he might
have been led to a correct account of the proportionate cause of
that acquired virtue, namely, repeated acts of acquired virtue.
From that conclusion he might have reasoned further to the
important implications that follow from the relation of acquired
to infused moral virtue represented in the concept of facility.
Particularly, he would have had an incipient insight into
Aquinas’s view of the divine-human cooperation in Christian
moral action, a view that accepts human effort as the “matter”
that is capable of being transformed by grace. However, aside
from such speculation about what Billot might have concluded,
we are left with only the tenuous connection that he sees
between acquired virtues and their infused counterparts by way
of an accidental facility that is communicated from the former to
the latter.

ITI. CoNCLUSION: AN ADEQUATE THEORY OF FACILITY

As we have argued, neither of the representative theories of
facility accurately represents Aquinas’s concept of the relation
between the acquired and infused moral virtues. Certainly,
Billot’s is a more faithful interpretation; he recognizes that the
theological virtue and its acquired counterpart form a single
virtue, although he does not explain their relationship in terms of
matter and form. The opinion of Sudrez, in failing to assign any
role to acquired virtue in the per se facility of the infused virtue,
completely neglects the notion of the acquired virtue as the
material component of perfect moral virtue and thereby mini-
mizes the importance of human effort in the Christian moral life.

% Ibid., 56.
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These critiques of the theories of Suarez and Billot might
tempt one to conclude that using the concept of facility to iden-
tify Aquinas’s view of the unity of perfect moral virtue is unpro-
ductive at best or counterproductive at worst. I would like to
argue that the insight that led four centuries of Thomistic com-
mentators to use the issue of facility as a way to reconstruct
Aquinas’s theory of the relationship between the acquired and
infused virtue is essentially a sound one. However, this approach
will only lead to an accurate interpretation of Aquinas’s view of
Christian moral virtue when facility is assessed within its full
context. In other words, it is critical that the notion of facility is
understood, first, within the perspective of Aquinas’s notion of
the composite nature of perfect virtue discussed in part 1.
Second, the theory of facility and its implications for the relation
of the acquired and infused moral virtues can only be properly
understood within the context of Aquinas’s teaching on other
issues that deal with a single, ordered reality, such as those dis-
cussed in part 2. And, third, an adequate understanding of facil-
ity depends on a careful implementation of the relevant
Thomistic principles that figured in both the theories of Suarez
and Billot and their critiques in this chapter. Our concluding
remarks will be directed to the question: How is the topic of
facility an effective key to a recognition and substantiation of the
matter-form relation of the acquired and infused moral virtues
within the unity of perfect moral virtue?

Aquinas’s distinction between the type of facility proper to the
acquired virtues and that proper to the infused, as well as his
examples of lack of facility mentioned above, indicate that only
when both types of facility are present in Christian moral activ-
ity is the person able to perform supernatural acts of virtue with
ease. When one recalls the recurring motif of Aquinas that it is
unthinkable that God would provide in a less generous way for
the execution of the life of grace than he does for the life of natural
virtue, it is clear that, according to Aquinas, ease in performance
is something that should mark Christian moral activity just as it
does the activity of the non-Christian. In other words, in the very
way that Aquinas defines the facility proper to the acquired and
infused virtues respectively, he indicates that both ought to be
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integral qualities of the moral activity of the Christian and,
therefore, characteristics that ought to mark the Christian life.
The acquired virtue and its facility constitute the material com-
ponent of Christian moral virtue; this comprises the visible or
observable facility. This facility allows for the easy performance
of virtuous acts due to the moderation of passions and the
destruction of contrary vices that can only come as a result of the
repetition of acts of virtue over time in varying circumstances.
The infused moral virtue and its facility comprise the formal
component of Christian moral virtue since the infused moral
virtue enables the faculty and its natural virtue to adhere firmly
to the good of virtue and, through charity, to be ordered to the
supernatural end.

The incomplete nature of each type of facility implies their
complementarity. The intrinsic facility of the infused virtue can-
not be operationally functional without the extrinsic facility of
the acquired virtue, and this latter cannot be depended on in the
midst of temptations to sin unless united to the perfection of
intrinsic facility. If extrinsic-intrinsic types of facility, proper to
the acquired and infused moral virtues, respectively, are ordered
components of a single reality related to each other as matter to
form, a fortiori the virtues that generate those respective quali-
ties must also be so ordered. It follows, then, that the relationship
between the qualities of extrinsic and intrinsic facility is analo-
gous to the relationship between the acquired and infused moral
virtues that produce those types of facility.

In a search for the theoretical explanation for the causality of
the acquired virtue that confers extrinsic facility on the perfor-
mance of supernatural acts of virtue, one must be guided by the
principle that effects are proportionate to their causes. The
acquired virtue and its concomitant facility, then, can only be
generated by a cause proportionate to them, that is, by repeated
acts of natural virtue. This conclusion leads to another: in
Aquinas’s view, in the context of the generation of facility in the
performance of supernatural acts of virtue, human moral effort
is a constitutive element which, when transformed by the super-
natural, forms an operational unity with grace and the infused
virtues.
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HAT IS HUMAN DESTINY? To become God. That,
‘ ;s ; at least, was the belief of the earliest Christians. Such
an understanding is evident in the letters of St. Paul
(Rom 8:11; 1 Cor 15:49; and 2 Cor 8:9) and the first Christians
found it in the pages of the Hebrew Bible (Ps 82:6, quoted in
John 10:34). Above all, the nascent theological tradition pointed
to 2 Peter 1:4: “Thus has he given us, through these things, his
precious and very great promises, so that through them you may
escape from corruption that is in the world because of him, and
may become participants in divine nature.” As the tradition
reflected on these texts, deification became the dominant model
of salvation and sanctification in the patristic period, from
Ignatius of Antioch to John Damascene, in the West (in the
writings of Tertullian and Augustine) as well as in the East.'
Although the doctrine retained this place of pre-eminence in
Eastern theology, at some point it ceased to be the prime model
for salvation for the West. Conventional wisdom would

' Good, concise accounts of deification can be found in Jules Gross, La divinisation du
chrétien d'apres les péres grecs: Contribution historigue & la doctrine de la grace (Paris:
J. Gabalda, 1938); Dictionnaire de spiritualité, ascétique et mystique, doctrine et his-
toire, s.v. “divinisation”; William G. Rusch, “How the Eastern Fathers Understood What
the Western Church Meant by Justification,” in Justification by Faith: Lutherans and
Catholics in Dialogue 7 (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1985); and G. W. H. Lampe, “Christian
Theology in the Patristic Period,” in A History of Christian Doctrine, ed. Hubert
Cunliffe-Jones (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1978).
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maintain that the point of breakage occurred in the Middle
Ages, when the West focused first on the doctrine of the atone-
ment and later on justification. Like much conventional wisdom,
this account contains a germ of truth; deification lost its domi-
nance at some point, for it clearly no longer occupies such a posi-
tion in our time, signs of its renascence notwithstanding. Where
the conventional wisdom errs, however, is in locating the break
in the Middle Ages, for the greatest of all medieval Western
theologies, the Summa theologiae of Thomas Aquinas, contains
a highly developed doctrine of deification.

Indeed, the doctrine of deification pervades the Summa. If
Western readers have failed to notice it, we may conjecture they
have done so for two reasons. The first is that it is precisely per-
vasive and not localized: one finds no question “Whether Human
Persons Are Deified?” in the pages of the Summa. Second,
Western readers may be unable to see the doctrine simply
because they are unfamiliar with it. Because this model of sanc-
tification has been absent from Western theology for so long,
Western readers do not recognize either the paradigmatic struc-
ture of the doctrine or the language that traditionally conveys it.
To see the Summa’s doctrine of deification, then, we must first
describe it in its classic, which is to say patristic, form.

Deification may be distinguished from other doctrines of sanc-
tification in that it refers the question of human holiness in the
first instance to the doctrine of God. Sanctification consists
simply in participation in divine nature. To describe the trans-
formation of the human person, therefore, we do not undertake
principally to specify virtues like gentleness or courage, or
powers like healing or levitation. Rather, the description of sanc-
tification departs from a distinctive description of God. One of
the prime characteristics of a doctrine of deification, then, lies in
the integral connection between theology and anthropology.

A second mark of this doctrine is the particular doctrine of
God that forms its basis, balancing two conflicting impulses. On
the one hand, God is the giver who not only creates, but invites
the creature into communion. On the other hand, in a Christian
context, which takes for granted the distinction between crea-
ture and Creator, the divine distinctiveness must be upheld,
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against the threat of an encroaching, albeit unwitting, panthe-
ism; moreover, for the self-giving to be genuinely divine self-
giving, the giver must remain transcendent.

In classic formulations of deification, the guard against pan-
theism and the protective rail around divine transcendence take
the form of a particular conception of grace. Grace does not
denote some “thing” that is separate from God and that commu-
nicates God’s power in the manner of an intermediary, confer-
ring on the recipient a degree of godliness that is less than being
God. Nevertheless, because God alone gives grace, the assertion
that the human person becomes divine by grace rather than by
nature effectively reinforces the ontological divide between
Uncreated and created. The distinction between creature and
Creator can now be parsed as the difference between the One
who voluntarily and generously shares his life, and those who
can only be recipients of that life. By grace the deified indeed
share in divine nature, but they never themselves become
Deifiers.

The two chief notes of both the doctrine of deification as a
whole and the doctrine of God upon which it is founded are thus
the claims of divine transcendence and free self-giving, the asser-
tions that we genuinely participate in the divine nature, but
never become divine in the way in which God is divine. The doc-
trine of deification engages in a never-ending shuttle between
these two poles: the assertion of the union of Uncreated and created,
and yet the unbreachable ontological divide that separates them.

Another important distinguishing mark of the doctrine of
deification is the implication of seamlessness between this life
and the next. This seamlessness is not so much directly asserted
as strongly implied by the lack of all distinction between sancti-
fication and eschatology. Doctrines of deification decline to specify
the qualitative distinction between this-worldly sanctity and
next-worldly perfection. They do not, it should be carefully
noted, claim that sanctity in this life differs in no respect from
the life with God in the age to come; yet their silence regarding
the difference implies a unity of sanctification and consummation.

The final identifying mark of the doctrine in its classic form is
the well-defined set of images the Fathers use to characterize
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deification. This body of images constitutes the doctrine’s most
important tradent, which is another reason for its invisibility to
Western eyes.”? As Western theology became more systematic in
its structure, more propositional in its form, it tended to lose
sight of earlier forms of theological exposition. Deification, even
in its patristic form, has become virtually invisible to the eyes of
modern Westerners because instead of defining deification, or
providing a phenomenological description of the deified, the
Fathers use a set of cognates for deification that forms a quasi-
technical vocabulary. Three of these terms—participation,
union, and adoption—function as virtual synonyms for deifica-
tion. Others, like grace, virtue, and knowledge, denote means or
loci of growth in sanctity that are common to all Christian doc-
trines of sanctification. Another group, light, contemplation,
glory, and vision, are found in medieval and modern Western
theologies, but tend to be appropriated either to sanctification
(light and contemplation) or consummation (glory and vision),
rather than denoting the unity of the two, as they do in a doctrine
of deification. The status of this last group becomes further com-
plicated by their use in the West primarily within the tradition of
mystical and ascetical theology, a position that leaves them largely
ignored by modern theologians.

These images fail in the end to give a precise definition of
what it means to be deified. They fail to do so, necessarily,
because deification, even more than other forms of sanctifica-
tion, asserts a form of human engagement with God that tran-
scends human experience and defies the descriptive power of
human language. Nevertheless, while this body of images is both
relatively large and allusive and cannot neatly encapsulate the
whole meaning of deification, it provides a description consistent
with the three marks of the doctrine already noted: to be deified
is to be transformed by God’s gift of self, to know God and to
grow in virtue towards likeness to God, to contemplate God and
to see anew, to encounter light and be illumined by it, in virtue

? See, for example, A. N. Williams, “Light from Byzantium: The Signficance of
Palamas’ Doctrine of Theosis,” Pro Ecclesia 3 (1994): 483-96.
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of the gift of grace that makes one the adoptive child of God, a
participant in divine nature by grace, grafted into God’s life in a
bond that begins in this life and extends into the next in an
unbroken unity, but that never violates the transcendence of the
gracious Giver.

This doctrine of deification is therefore what we are seeking in
the pages of the Summa. Since we cannot simply turn to the article
that treats it directly, we must use other methods of finding it.
We might begin by looking for instances of the images just iden-
tified; doing so would not only clearly show the pervasiveness of
the doctrine in the Summa, but would also demonstrate that
despite its systematization Thomas’s theological method retains
many similarities to that of the earlier tradition. Such an under-
taking would take much more space than we can afford here.
Instead, we will look for the doctrine in two other forms: in the
handful of direct references to deification, and in the doctrine’s
structural exposition, the particular way in which the doctrine of
God intersects with theological anthropology in the Summa.

I. DIRECT REFERENCES TO DEIFICATION

We begin by establishing the existence of a doctrine of deifi-
cation in its most elementary form, with those passages where
Thomas speaks directly and unambiguously of deification,
deiformity, and participation in divine nature. Although few in
number, these references indicate that Thomas takes deification
for granted.®? The best example occurs in the response in ST/
I-IT, q. 112, a. 1, where he seeks to establish that God alone is
the cause of grace: “It is . . . necessary that God alone should
deify, bestowing a partaking of the divine nature.”* While he
is here chiefly concerned with an adjacent but nevertheless dis-
tinct matter, Thomas clearly indicates that he understands the

® In addition to the direct references treated here, the reader is referred to STh I-11, q.
3,a. 1, ad 2; I-1], q. 50, a. 6; II-II, q. 188, a. 2, obj. 1 (quoting Denys); I1, q. 1, a. 2 (quot-
ing Augustine); 111, q. 2, a. 1, ad 3; II1, q. 16, a. 7, ad 3; suppl. q. 31, a. 1.

* Quotations generally follow the translation of the English Dominican Province edi-
tion of the Summa (Westminster, MD: Christian Classics, 1911, rev. 1920, rpt. 1980},
although the language has here and there been modernized.



224 A. N. WILLIAMS

creature’s gracing as deification. Indeed, his description of the
gift of grace in this response indicates that he sees it primarily in
this way: “The gift of grace surpasses every capability of created
nature, since it is nothing short of a partaking of the divine
nature, which exceeds every other nature.””

Grace results in deiformity not in the form of some unspecified
gift, but specifically in the form of the theological virtues. These
virtues are so called because they direct us to God (S7% I-1I, q.
62, a. 1, s.c.). They are, Thomas claims, divine virtues (ibid., ad
2) that perfect human persons, enabling them to attain an end
that by nature surpasses them, an end that we “can obtain by the
power of God alone, by a kind of participation of the Godhead,
about which it is written that by Christ we are made ‘partakers
of the divine nature’” (ibid., resp.). In quoting 2 Peter 1:4,
Aquinas has placed himself firmly in the tradition of the Fathers.
Furthermore, he alludes to the obvious problem entailed by the
assertion of deification and solves it along lines already well
established in the tradition: “A certain nature may be ascribed to
a certain thing in two ways. First, essentially: and thus these theo-
logical virtues surpass the nature of man. Secondly, by partici-
pation, as kindled wood partakes of the nature of fire: and thus,
after a fashion, one becomes a partaker of the divine nature”
(ibid., ad 1). Within this article, therefore, Thomas has laid out a
doctrine of deification on the classic lines of the patristic tradi-
tion, insisting on the one hand on a genuine participation in
divine nature, but, on the other, on a distinction between modes

5 Here we broach a question that will lurk in the background of much of this discus-
sion for readers familiar with the secondary literature on Thomas: the question of created
and uncreated grace. The discussion here presumes that, at the very least, Thomas pri-
marily treats grace as uncreated. In doing so, it builds upon the work done earlier this
century by La Taille, “Actuation créée par acte incréé,” Recherches de science religieuse
18(1928): 253-68; and De Letter, “Created Actuation by the Uncreated Act,” Theological
Studies 18 (1957): 60-92; idem, “Divine Quasi-Formal Causality,” Irish Theological
Quarterly 27 (1960): 221-28; and idem, “Reciprocal Causality” The Thomist 25 (1962):
382-418. Similar positions have been adopted by Robert Morency, Frangois Bourassa,
Henri Bouillard, C. Moeller, G. Philips, Otto Pesch, Albrecht Peters, and E. L. Mascall.
Karl Rahner's position is somewhat more qualified, but nevertheless largely concurs; see
below, notes 13 and 19.
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of possession of that nature, and the grounding of the whole in
the text from 2 Peter.’

If question 62 reveals the closest similarities between
Thomas’s doctrine and that of the Fathers, it is by no means the
first explicit statement of deification in the Summa, for Thomas
first broaches the subject near the beginning of the Prima payrs.
In question 12 he is ostensibly concerned with human knowledge
of God, but the doctrine of divinization pervades this question.
To know God, Thomas tells us, is to become like God; indeed,
likeness to God is the prerequisite of knowing God: “The light of
glory cannot be natural to a creature, unless the creature has a
divine nature; which is impossible. But by this light the rational
creature is made deiform” (STk 1, q. 12, a. 5, ad 3). Deification,
then, not only attends growth in knowledge of God, but is the
gift that makes any such apprehension of God possible, and
makes possible the qualified reach across the ontological divide.
Thomas reiterates this idea in positive form in the next article:
“The light of glory . . . establishes the intellect in a kind of deifor-
mity” (ibid., a. 6). Here we see again the two poles of deification:
the creature indeed becomes a participant in God, yet such par-
ticipation is not by nature, but in virtue of a divine self-giving.
Thomas states exactly this idea in the response to article 5, this
time without using explicit terms such as “deiform”: “When any
created intellect sees the essence of God, the essence of God itself
becomes the intelligible form of the intellect.”

Question 12 thus establishes two important principles that
will guide our inquiry into the rest of the Summa. First, we see
in this question a mixture of the classic terminology of deifica-
tion, which leaves no doubt but that Thomas incorporates the

® The Thomistic notion of participation has received extended treatment in the sec-
ondary literature; see especially Cornelio Fabro, Participation et causalité selon S.
Thomas d'Aquin (Louvain: Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1961); Francis J.
Klauder, 4 Philosophy Rooted in Love: The Dominant Themes in the Perennial
Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1994);
and Ralph McInerny, St. Thomas Aquinas (Boston: Twayne, 1977; reprint, Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1982). These treatments are however chiefly concerned
with participation as a philosophical concept, examining that kind of participation in
divine being which allows any creature to exist at all. Participation in its patristic sense,
as a form of sanctification, has largely been ignored in Thomas’s work.
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idea into his theology, and a restatement of the basic idea of theo-
sts in terms that are characteristically Thomistic and make no
use of the patristic terminology, as in the last quotation from arti-
cle 5. This mixture warrants extending our search for the doc-
trine beyond those loci where Thomas uses obvious language of
deification, into those places where we see deifying structures.

Second, ST/ 1, q. 12 and I-I1, q. 62 both signal the most impor-
tant structure through which Thomas will develop his doctrine
of deification in the Summa: the interplay of intellect and will,
which undergirds each part of the Summa. In I, q. 12, a. 6, for
example, he not only claims that the intellect will become
deiform, he also anticipates the treatise on virtues when he main-
tains that “he will have a fuller participation of the light of glory
who has more charity.” Deiformity thus entails specifically the
likening of the human intellect and will to the divine intellect
and will. The treatise on virtues reveals a similar kind of bal-
ancing; if Thomas gives pride of place in the order of generation
to faith, drawing on the Augustinian principle that one cannot
love what one does not know, he nevertheless maintains that in
the order of perfection, charity remains the most important of
the “divine virtues,” those virtues which direct us to God (I-11, q.
62, a. 4). It is through the complex interplay of the intellect and
the will, then, that we will see God transforming humanity into
himself.

With this preliminary sketch in mind, we turn to the less
explicit articulation of the doctrine in the Summa, those loci
where Thomas speaks of deification without using terms like
“divinize” or “deiform.” In the account that follows, we will con-
fine ourselves to the Prima pars. This restriction has two pur-
poses. The first and more obvious is that we cannot undertake
an investigation of the whole work here; the second, and more
important, is that in the Prima pars we will see Thomas articu-
late the theme of his doctrine of deification. The doctrine as it
appears in the rest of the Summa is a set of variations on that
theme. If we grasp the doctrine in the Prima pars, then, we will
have seen the Thomistic doctrine of deification not exhaustively,
but at least in its most fundamental form.
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II. THE DOCTRINE OF GOD

We begin with the Five Ways, traditionally that part of the
Summa that has been of the greatest interest to philosophers.
What often gets lost in the debates over whether these are ulti-
mately persuasive arguments for the existence of God, or more
recently whether they are indeed such arguments at all, is that
the Five Ways are also five portraits of God. The third article of
question 2 does not simply establish the existence of what is
under discussion in the Prima pars; it is the small beginning of
the great description that will take up the majority of this part.
That description, moreover, contains within it one of the struc-
tures we have identified as essential to and characteristic of the
classic doctrine of deification: the assertion of a God who is onto-
logically independent of his creation and yet desires to draw
creatures to share his life.

The Five Ways describe God as Prime Mover, First Cause,
Necessary Being, Source of goodness, and End of all nature. All
of these descriptions, however, directly supply information not
only about God, but also about the relation of God to not-God.
The Prime Mover, after all, must move something, the First
Cause must cause something, the Source of goodness must yield
goodness in something, and the End of nature must draw some-
thing to itself. These four descriptions of God, then, not only
assert the existence of God, but assume the existence of not-God,
and sketch the paradigm of their relation. That relation, as
implied in Ways One, Two, Four and Five, is one of dependence
of not-God upon God. The Third Way clarifies that this rela-
tionship of dependence extends in only one direction: because of
the aseity of divine Being, God does not need to move, cause, or
perfect in order to be God. We know God both as related to our-
selves, and as free of any necessary relation to us. Here is the cen-
tral principle of deification in nuce: the Transcendent, who need
not create at all, not only does so, but invites his creatures to
share in his life; yet this free sharing of self in no way compro-
mises the Creator’s freedom or transcendence. Every doctrine of
deification must depart from such a picture of God if it is to pre-
serve divine transcendence and thereby guarantee that the life in
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which creatures share is genuinely divine and not merely supet-
human. It is precisely with such a picture of God that Thomas
begins his massive summary of theology.

At this point, one might legitimately protest that a doctrine of
deification entails not just a description of the kind of God who
could deify, but of creatures who are in fact deified. Yet, while
the transformation of the human person forms a necessary com-
ponent of a doctrine of deification, we must recall that the doc-
trine in its classic form tends towards theocentricism. The
description of the Five Ways is not less a doctrine of deification
because it focuses on God; rather, it is a description of a God who
in fact divinizes because it assumes that there are sharers of the
divine life to which it attests.

Question 2 establishes the doctrine’s general outlines. Thomas
reinforces and extends them in question 3, where he treats divine
simplicity. The relevance of simplicity for deification as we have
been describing it is in one respect readily apparent, for sim-
plicity, like divine aseity, is one of the chief principles that
articulate the ontological divide between creature and Creator.
The assertion of simplicity, however, has much greater signifi-
cance; to appreciate it fully we must first turn to other sections
of the De Deo uno.

As we saw in the direct references to deification in the Prima
secundae, love is central to Thomas’s understanding of human
sanctification. If growth in love constitutes deification, however,
we would expect love to be central to Thomas’s doctrine of God.
It might seem initially perplexing, then, that the same theologian
who so emphasizes love in his treatment of human habits has so
little to say of love in his doctrine of the one God (one scanty
question, q. 20). The reason for this lack has nothing to do with
an indifference to love, and everything to do with principles
established in gq. 3 and 13. These two questions balance each
other: in q. 3 Thomas explains that since God is pure actuality,
we do not rightly think of God as a collection of attributes or
qualities; in q. 13 Thomas qualifies this claim by explaining that
although God is not an assemblage of distinct parts, our lan-
guage can only describe him in terms of distinct qualities, and
since we have no medium but this admittedly imperfect one, we
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are reduced to speaking of God as if his goodness were some-
thing other than his love or his justice, or indeed his being.
Because of the tension created by the disparity between God’s
being and the manner in which our language permits us to
describe that being, Thomas singles out certain attributes like
goodness, love, and justice, and treats them briefly, with primary
reference back to the question of simplicity.

The assertion of love in God rests ultimately on scriptural
authority; hence Thomas opens his discussion of divine love by
citing 1 John 4:16 in the sed contra of question 20. The reason-
ing of the response, however, which explains how it is that God
is love, locates love initially in volition. God loves because he
wills (q. 20, a. 1). We assert will of God because will follows upon
intellect and there is intellect in God (q. 19, a. 1). While Thomas
does not devote a question of the Summa to divine intellect itself,
he discusses it within question 14, which treats the knowledge of
God, providing two basic explanations for his claim of divine
intellect. The more important of the two, the one to which he has
more frequent recourse, is based upon God’s pure actuality: “It
must be said that the act of God’s intellect is His substance. For
if His act of understanding were other than His substance, then
something else, as the Philosopher says, would be the act and
perfection of the divine substance, to which the divine substance
would be related, as potentiality is to act” (q. 14, a. 4). The second
sort of argument for divine intellect also ultimately reverts to
question 3, but by a more circuitous path: In q. 14, a. 1 Thomas
argues for divine intellect on the basis of divine immateriality
and infinity. The argument for immateriality leads directly back
to the claim of simplicity made in q. 3, a. 2; and while the claim
of infinity is made in q. 7, a. 1, it is based directly on the distinction
between matter and form in that same locus (q. 3, a. 2).

The reasoning that demonstrates how 1 John 4:16 may be
understood as true, that shows how God can be understood to be
love, reverts by means more or less direct to the assertion of
divine simplicity. The reason it is important to grasp this fact is
not merely to admire the strong web of coherence in the Summa,
but to understand why Aquinas might have relatively little (four
articles) to say about a tenet that lays strong claim to being the
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single most important Christian assertion about God. Thomas
finds it important explicitly to make the point that love is in
God—he does not leave the reader to draw the logical conclu-
sions for herself, after all. Nevertheless, given that in the context
of Thomistic reasoning divine love is a logical consequence of
divine simplicity, we need not marvel at the brevity of his treat-
ment. Nor, more importantly, should we assume from that brevity
that love ranks low in some Thomistic hierarchy of divine attributes.
Failure to grasp that the treatment of love is brief, not because it
is less important than simplicity, but because it is in Thomas’s
view simplicity's inexorable consequent, will lead one to perceive
a sharp divide between, on the one hand, the Summa’s exposition
of the one God, and, on the other, its treatment of the Trinity and
human sanctification.” In fact, all three doctrines point in the
same direction, as we shall see; the difference between them lies
“solely in where love lies in the order of logic. In the exposition of
the one God, love is an entailment rather than an axiom, but it is
not on that account a less important postulate of divine being
itself—though it is indeed less important in the order of our
understanding of divine being, a status that may seem problematic
to some.

The derivation of divine love from simplicity raises nonethe-
less one important problem, important from the perspective of
both theological history and the congeniality of Thomas’s notion
of love to a doctrine of deification. The association of love with
union has always been a powerful one in Christian theology;
from patristic exegesis of the sensuous imagery of the Song of
Songs as God’s love for the Church to the works of Pseudo-
Denys the Areopagite and Bernard of Clairvaux, Christians
have taken the theological meaning of charity to overlap consid-
erably, if not entirely, with the idea of union. A doctrine of deifi-
cation, moreover, implicitly claims a union of the divine and
human-—indeed, “union” and “participation” are often used
interchangeably in treatments of theosis. The Thomistic idea of

7 Precisely that seamlessness is contested by Catherine Mowry LaCugna, the central
theme of whose reading of Thomas is that he has separated the immanent from the eco-
nomic Trinity. The treatment of Thomistic deification presented here may be taken as a
dispute with such a reading.
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love as the correlative of simplicity therefore invites the charge
of having abandoned the traditional concept of love, one so con-
genial to the assertion of theosis, with the result that a union of
the divine and the creaturely risks compromising divine simplicity.

Aquinas recognizes this problem and addresses it in a way
that demonstrates his desire to hold a conception of love that is
both derived from simplicity and tied to the Dionysian notion of
love as a unitive force. Having described the act of love as a
willing of good to someone, he continues:

Love is called the unitive force, even in God [dicitur amor vis unitiva
etiam in Deo), yet without implying composition; for the good that He
wills for Himself, is no other than Himself, Who is good by His essence.
... And then again the divine love is a binding force [amor divinus est
vis concretiva], inasmuch as God wills good to others; yet it implies no
composition in God. (Q. 20, a. 1, ad 3)

Here we see the tendency of Thomas’s doctrine of God, in even
its most technical aspects, to reach toward his anthropology and
to express a link between the two. He portrays love as linked
immediately both to the characteristic that distinguishes God
from all creation and to that which joins God and humanity
most intimately.®? Within the opening questions of the Summa he
has moved inexorably from the description of divine being iz se
to divine being pro nobis.

Like the Five Ways, then, Thomas’s treatment of what seems
at first glance a purely philosophical issue proves on closer

® The same paradigm of unity-in-distinction operates elsewhere in q. 20, in Thomas’s
treatment of the manner of God's love and ours. God does not love everything that exists
as we love such things. The difference lies in the active agency of love. Our love is elicited
by its object; “the love of God,” in contrast, “infuses and creates goodness [amor Dei est
infundens et creans bonitatem in rebus]” (q. 20, a. 2). Although Thomas has nothing fur-
ther to say on the subject of infusion in these articles, the introduction of the concept
here in the doctrine of God is important because of the way it foreshadows what will
become a central concept of his doctrine of grace. Even here, however, the portrayal of
God’s love as, in part, a love for creatures that infuses goodness is significant, for it indi-
cates that the essential structure of God’s active and free sharing of himself with crea-
tures involves his being becoming a gift to theirs. If love is the same, in actuality, as
God’s simplicity, existence, eternity, immutability, and all the rest, then the love that
infuses and creates goodness is not conceived as some unspecified growth in goodness,
but God’s gift of self.
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examination to form a crucial part of his doctrine of deification.
It is because God’s being is utterly simple that we can also know
God to be love. It is love that unites and binds us to God, because
our growth in love is a growth into participation in divine being.

II1. THE TRINITY AND ITS MISSIONS

The importance of deification to the Swumma as a whole
becomes evident as we turn from the De Deo uno to the De
Trinitate, for after having grounded the doctrine in the idea of
divine simplicity, the hallmark of the De Deo urno, Thomas pro-
ceeds to root it just as deeply in his doctrine of the Trinity. While
Thomas’s account of the divine processions differs little in its
essentials from the psychological model of the Trinity that had
reigned in the West since the fifth century, he has not simply reit-
erated Augustine's De Trinitate in medieval Scholastic form. Nor
has he, by explicating first the doctrine of the one God and then
the doctrine of the Trinity, divided one from the other or given
priority of one to the other—a criticism of his theology that has
become almost as common in the contemporary West as it has
always been in the East.’ Rather, he has taken Augustine’s essen-
tial insight and expanded it, producing what one might call a
theological Cubist image: the De Deo uno and the De Trinitate
are portraits of the same God viewed from different perspec-
tives. Within the De Deo uno the knowing and willing simple
Being has one mien, within the De Trinitate it has another, one
in which the actions of knowing and willing take the form of
Persons. In the Secunda pars this portrait will be overlaid with a
third image, drawn from yet another, differing perspective, in
which the activities of knowing and loving take on a human
form that imitates God’s."”

The connection between divine being, love, and human
sanctification is therefore by no means confined to the exposition

% See, for example, Edmund Hill, The Mystery of the Trinity, Introducing Catholic
Theology 4 (London: Chapman, 1985), 150. ‘

'% This reading of Thomas resembles the position taken by Rahner in “Concerning the
Relationship between Nature and Grace,” in Theological Investigations, vol. 1: God,
Christ, Mary and Grace, trans. Cornelius Ernst (Baltimore: Helicon, 1961), esp. 310.
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presented in the De Deo uno. The establishment of intellect and
will in God, of divine knowing and loving, is the cornerstone of
Thomas’s doctrine of the Trinity, which is in turn vital to his
understanding of deification. As we follow the unfolding of the
Summa’s De Tvinitate, we hear echoes of the De Deo uno,
because Thomas reverts in both to the two fundamental princi-
ples of intellect and will, showing first how from these two
derive all attributes of God and then how the relations of the
three divine Persons may be understood as the interplay of
precisely these two principles.

Where Thomas’s Trinitarian doctrine becomes most relevant
to his conception of deification is in his description of the dis-
tinctive characteristics of each divine Person. Fully to grasp the
significance of this connection, we would have to examine his
treatment of each of the three Persons, something we cannot
undertake here. Instead, we will take one element of his
portrayal of the Father as an example of his typical procedure.

In his account of what modern theologians would term the
“immanent Trinity,” Thomas stresses that the inner-Trinitarian
distinctions are distinctions of relation. This has drawn charges
of inadequacy from Eastern commentators, but, whatever its
demerits, such a view has the advantage of permitting Thomas
to make connections between the relations of the Persons among
themselves, and to creation. Thus, while the Father is so called
pre-eminently because of his relation to the divine Son (q. 33, a.
3), this name also signifies a certain relation to creation, and in
describing the nature of this relation, Thomas uses the classic
language of deification.

Of some, namely, the rational creature [He is the Father], by reason of
the likeness of His image, according to Deut. xxxii.6: Is He not thy
Father, who possessed, and made, and created thee? And of others He
is the Father by similitude of grace, and these are also called adoptive
sons, as ordained to the heritage of eternal glory by the gift of grace
which they have received, according to Rom. viii.16, 17: The Spirit
Himself gives testimony to our spirit that we ave the sons of God; and if
sons, heirs also. Lastly, He is the Father of others by similitude of glory,
forasmuch as they have obtained possession of the heritage of glory,
according to Rom. v.2: We glory in the hope of the glory of the sons of
God. (Ibid.)
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Aquinas here traces three degrees of likening to God (though
he does not label them as degrees). The first is the rational crea-
ture’s innate likeness; for our purposes here, this means little
more than the creature’s inalienable connectedness to God, inas-
much as God is the source of her being, and her potential for fur-
ther likening. The second degree of likening occurs in virtue of
the gift of grace; while the language of “ordained to the heritage
of eternal glory” seems to postpone intimate relations with God
to the afterlife, the language of adoptive sonship posits an ana-
logical relationship between the relation of the graced creature to
the Father and the relation of the divine Son to the Father, a rela-
tionship clearly thought to obtain in this life. Intra-Trinitarian
- relations are mirrored in the relation of Uncreated to created, so
that even though there are clear differences between the two (i.e.,
a shared nature in one case, the absence of such in the other) the
similarity allows one to envisage the creature's gracing as a form
of sharing in modes of Trinitarian existence. The third degree of
likening suggests that the creature participates in the Father’s
glory in an even more complete way, so that now we are no
longer God’s adoptive children, but his children pure and sim-
ple. The suggestion of an analogy between the Father’s relations
to the Son and to rational creatures arises again, obliquely, at the
article's end, where Aquinas states that paternity designates the
relation between the First and Second Persons in the first
instance, and only secondarily the relation between God and
creatures. While Aquinas’s intent here is clearly to establish the
pre-eminence of paternity-filiation language for speaking of
God, he also implies that the two uses of Father are suitably
applied, though to different degrees, so that a proportionate
likeness between them is also assumed.

The discussion of the Father’s relation to the Son and Spirit,
therefore, a question that would appear wholly located within
the doctrine of God, turns out to have immediate implications
for God’s relationship to the human person. Furthermore, it is
here that we first glimpse the characteristically Thomistic pat-
tern of sanctification as growth from the likeness of nature,
through grace, to glory. This pattern, far from dividing nature
and grace dialectically, as it has sometimes been claimed to do,
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takes sanctification precisely as part of that kind of seamless
growth into God which we have noted typifies a doctrine of
deification. In two different respects, then, Thomas’s doctrine of
the Trinity contains within it the decisive elements of a doctrine
of deification.

In the De Trinitate, ostensibly focused on the processions and
character of each of the Persons, Thomas constantly keeps one
eye on the significance of the Trinity for human persons and
their relation to God. The treatment of mission (q. 43) then may
be regarded not as the turn to a new issue in Trinitarian doctrine,
but as the culmination of a long train of thought that has been
building since the beginning of the treatise.

Thomas begins his account of the relation between Uncreated
and creation by insisting that God’s orientation toward creation
does not suppose that creation is an end in itself: “The notion of
mission includes two things: the habitude of the one sent to the
sender; and that of the one sent to the end whereto he is sent” (q.
43, a. 1)." The initial principle of Aquinas’s discussion of creation,
then, is that creatures and the created order do not exist for their
own sake, but for a purpose, God’s purpose. Having grounded
the mission in divine will, Aquinas then draws God and creation
yet closer, by inviting comparison between Trinitarian relations
ad extrva and ad intra: “Anyone being sent implies a certain kind
of procession of the one sent to the sender” (ibid.). The impres-
sion that procession might imply the continuation of the Trinity’s
inner life in those for whom the mission is intended is confirmed
as Thomas continues: “The habitude to the term to which he is
sent is also shown, so that in some way he begins to be present
there [ut aliquo modo ibi esse incipiat]” (ibid.). The purpose of
mission, Thomas seems to say, is the repetition of an inner-
Trinitarian dynamic in the human creature so that God’s self-
giving to humanity results in the union of divine and human life.
He summarizes:

Thus the mission of a divine person is a fitting thing, as meaning in one
way the procession of origin from the sender, and as meaning a new

" “Unum est habitudo missi ad eum a quo mittitur, aliud est habitudo missi ad ter-
minum ad quem mittitur.”
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way of existing in another [novum modum existendi in alio], thus the
Son is said to be sent by the Father into the world, inasmuch as He
began to exist visibly in the world by taking our nature. (Ibid.)

Here Aquinas makes explicit what has been implicit throughout
his exposition of the Trinity: the internal Trinitarian processes
are echoed in creation, and in a way that implies creation’s sanc-
tification and participation in divine existence ("a new way of
existing in another”).

The new way of existing in another that Thomas begins to
elaborate in question 43 explicitly connects the Prima pars to the
Secunda pars, his theology to his anthropology. On the one hand,
this question hearkens back to the fundamental dynamic of both
the De Deo uno and the De Trinitate, the analysis in terms of
knowledge and will: “There is one special mode belonging to the
rational nature wherein God is said to be present as the object
known is in the knower, and the beloved in the lover. . . . the
rational creature by its operation of knowledge and love attains
to God Himself” (q. 43, a. 3). The “special mode” of which
Thomas speaks also hearkens forward to the Secunda pars, for it
is nothing other than sanctifying grace (ibid.). The appearance of
grace here, when Thomas is still concerned with the Trinity, is
significant in that he identifies the sending of the Third Person
with grace: “The Holy Spirit is possessed by human persons, and
dwells within them, in the very gift itself of sanctifying grace.
Hence the Holy Spirit ipse is given and sent” (ibid.). Thus, pro-
cession, God’s indwelling in the human person, humanity’s pos-
session of the Spirit, and the sanctification wrought by grace are
all bound together in the Thomistic understanding of mission,
the point at which Trinitarian doctrine and the doctrine of sanc-
tification meet in a form that increasingly acquires the aspect of
a traditional doctrine of theosis.

The recapitulation of the traditional doctrine in distinctively
Thomistic form emerges clearly in the replies to the objections to
q. 43, a. 3. The first states unmistakably the connection between
sanctification, as Thomas conceives it, and consummation. The
gift of sanctifying grace is said to perfect the rational creature in
such a way that she can both use the created gift, and even enjoy
the divine Person himself. Here Aquinas allies the gift of grace
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with perfection, implying precisely that kind of seamlessness
between sanctification in this life and consummation in the next
that is characteristic of a doctrine of deification. Even more sig-
nificantly, he acknowledges that the gift of grace entails not only
grace’s effects within the human person (“the created gift itself
[ipso dono creato]”) but an assimilation to the Uncreated (“enjoy
also the divine person Himself [ipsa divina Persona fruatur]”).

The reply to the second objection gives a characteristically
Thomistic flavor to the traditional, patristic doctrine as it
glances forward to the Secunda pars, identifying the Spirit’s self-
giving with charity, the chief of the “divine” virtues:

Sanctifying grace disposes the soul to possess the divine person [ad
habendam divinam Personam]; and this is signified when it is said that
the Holy Ghost is given according to the gift of grace. Nevertheless the
gift itself of grace is from the Holy Ghost; which is meant by the words,
the charity of God is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost.

Because God is love and grace is love’s gift, Thomas can claim
that through grace the human person comes to resemble God:
“The soul is made like to God by grace. Hence for a divine per-
son to be sent to anyone by grace, there must be a likening of the
soul to the divine person Who is sent [oportet quod fiat assimila-
tio illius ad divinam Personam quae mittitur], by some gift of
grace” (q. 43, a. 5, ad 2). Thomas thus takes the mission of the
Trinity to be inseparable from the soul's likening to God, por-
traying the Trinitarian mission as itself an inherently deifying
work,

Confirmation of the connection between mission and deifica-
tion comes as he continues in the reply to the second objection:

Because the Holy Ghost is Love, the soul is assimilated to the Holy
Ghost by the gift of charity: hence the mission of the Holy Ghost is
according to the mode of charity. Whereas the Son is the Word, not any
sort of word, but one Who breathes forth Love. Hence Augustine says:
The Word we speak of is knowledge with love. Thus the Son is sent not
in accordance with every and any kind of intellectual perfection, but
according to the intellectual illumination, which breaks forth into the
affection of love."

2 “Non igitur secundum quamlibet perfectionem intellectus mittitur Filius, sed
secundum talem institutionem vel instructionem intellectus, qua prorumpat in affectum
amoris.”









































































































































































































































































































