The Thomist 62 (1998): 499-517

REPRESENTATION AND AGENCY IN THE EUCHARIST

GUY MANSINI, O.S.B.

Saint Meinrad School of Theology
Saint Meinrad, Indiana

presbyteral ministerium within the Eucharist, Dennis Ferrara

proposes to return us to a core doctrinal commitment of
Catholic Eucharistic theology that he thinks compromised by bad
arguments both for and against the ordination of women.' This
core commitment is that the realization of the sacramental
presence of the true body and blood of the Lord is first of all and
principally the work of the Lord himself. Whatever we want to
say about whatever it is that the ordained priest does or effects in
the celebration of the Eucharist, therefore, is to be governed by
this principle, which makes of the priest a strictly instrumental
agent of the realization of the true body and blood. Ferrara finds,
however, that the standard symbolic or “iconic” argument against
the ordination of women (as well as some rejoinders to it) in fact
obscures the primacy of the agency of Christ.

In sorting out questions of agency and representation, agency
and its signification, Ferrara furthermore proposes that we be
guided by a strict attention to the visible rite of the Eucharist.
Whatever we want to say about the priest’s representative
function within the Eucharist, about who and whose agency is

IN SEVERAL RECENT ARTICLES on how to understand the

' T will deal principally with his “Representation or Self-Effacement? The Axiom In
Persona Christi in St. Thomas and the Magisterium,” Theological Studies 55(1994): 195-224
(hereafter RSE); and “In Persona Christi: Towards a Second Naiveté,” Theological Studies
57(1996): 65-88 (hereafter SN). But see also his “Reply to Sara Butler,” Theological Studies
56 (1995): 81-91; and “In Persona Christi: Representation of Christ or Servant of Christ’s
Presence?” CTSA Proceedings 50 (1995): 138-45.
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signified, and how and in what manner it is signified, must be
supported by the rite as actually celebrated.

In all of this, moreover, Ferrara thinks himself to be recovering
St. Thomas’s understanding of what it means—and what it does
not mean—to say that the priest consecrates the elements at Mass
in persona Christi.

It is of course difficult to take exception to a concern for the
primacy of Christ’s agency and the priority of the rite as evidence
for what we say about sacramental signification. And it is almost
just as difficult (for some of us) to resist an appeal to St. Thomas.
Unfortunately, Ferrara’s development of his position, especially
in “Second Naiveté,” compromises the very things he wants to
make good about Christ’s agency and the priority of the rite.
Moreover, his reading of St. Thomas cannot be sustained.

In what follows, 1 first present Ferrara’s position. Second, I
argue that, when pressed, his position paradoxically leads him
where he does not want to go: it obscures the agency of both the
principal and instrumental agent, Christ and the priest, and offers
a construction little consonant with the immediate signification
of the visible rite. Third, I raise the question of his reading of St.
Thomas.

1. FERRARA’S POSITION

In the article “Representation or Self-Effacement,” Ferrara says
he will propose a wholly nonrepresentational view of the priest.?
The priest is indeed an instrument of Christ, and rendered such
by the reception of the character that ordination imparts;
however, instruments do not have to be representations of the
principal agent using them.

2 See also the criticism of Sara Butler, “A Response to Dennis M. Ferrara,” Theological
Studies 56 (1995): 61-80; and “In Persona Christi,” CTSA Proceedings 50 (1995): 146-155.
Her rebuttal of Ferrara’s charge that the symbolic argument against the ordination of women
remains covertly an appeal to the natural subordination of women is important. As to the
differences between Ferrara and Butler on the argument from tradition, Ferrara’s remarks on
the texts in question, though arguably just, are also beside the point that Butler is making.

* RSE, 196.
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Formal to Ferrara’s argument is an appeal to St. Thomas
according to which there need be no likeness between
instrumental and principal agent.* On the contrary, the minister’s
own “form” is indifferent to his instrumentality. The instrumental
power of the priest, moreover, is something invisible, residing in
his soul.’ It therefore follows that whatever is visible and sensible
about the priest is indifferent to the ministerial instrumentality
effected by orders.® Even more, since the form of the instrument
is immaterial to its functioning as instrument, St. Thomas’s
position “excludes in principle any representation of Christin the
sacramental minister.”’

Nor does the assertion that the priest acts in persona Christi
argue the contrary, according to Ferrara. In its “technical sense,”
the phrase has an “apophatic” sense relative to the minister and
means that Christ alone is signified as speaking or acting.?
Further, since this signification is accomplished by word alone, by
pronouncing the forma sacramenti of the Eucharist, it requires
nothing more in the priest (given his having been made an
instrument by ordination) than the ability to quote.” To act in the
person of Christ means not the representation of Christ,
therefore, but on the contrary the priest’s self-effacement.’® If to
act in persona Christi means to act in such a way that only the
word and act of Christ is signified, which happens through the
quotation of the word alone, the priest’s maleness is evidently
irrelevant.

In a footnote, Ferrara distances himself not only from the view
that women can be priests because they can image and represent
Christ but also from the view that a woman can be a priest
because the priest’s representation of Christ is grounded on a
prior representation of the Church—he acts in persona Christi

4 Ibid., 201. See especially STh 111, q. 64, a. 5; and STh suppl., q. 19, 2.4, ad 1.
* RSE, 204; SN, 68-69.

¢ RSE, 213-14.

7 Ibid., 202.

8 Ibid., 212 see also 206.

°Ibid., 211.

1 Ibid.,, 212.
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because he first acts in persona Ecclesiae.'’ On the contrary, for
Ferrara the priest is not a representation of anything at all, of
either Christ or the Church.

But, he continues, if the priest is not a representation, this does
not mean he is not a representative.'> He is an ambassador, a
representative speaking the word of Christ. The distinction
Ferrara is drawing is plain enough. To say that X is representative
of Y may mean may mean that X is a good example of Y: this oak
is a good example of the oaks you will find in this forest; the
particular oak will look a lot like the other oaks; it will share
many properties with them. But if X is a representative of Y, we
will fill the blanks with persons: George is a representative of Bill
because George is charged to speak or act for Bill. Of course,
George might also be representative of members of his family,
and so, looking at George, you will see some of the same features
you would if you looked at Bill, his brother (e.g., all the brothers
are tall). Here, in some measure, George is a representation of
Bill. And whether he is a representative or a representation of
Bill, we will say that he “represents” Bill. But as a representative,
George rather makes a representation for or on behalf of Bill, and
is not himself a representation of Bill. He makes a representation
on Bill’s behalf by speaking Bill’s mind or conveying his intention,
or pleading for him. The priest, Ferrara wants to say, makes a
representation for Christ, and is his representative, but is by no
means his representation. The representation he makes is to speak
the words of Christ that he quotes within the institution
narrative.

In the article “Second Naiveté,” Ferrara speaks of the priest as
also a representative of the Church, and grounds his being a
representative of Christ on that fact. But again, the priest is not
a representation of the Church. He is a representative of the
Church as speaking her word of faith, because sacramental acts
are first of all acts of the believing Church."

" 1bid., 196 n. 3.
12 Ibid., 215.
B SN, 71.



REPRESENTATION AND AGENCY 503

Why this development of the second article? Ferrara says he
wishes to allay the impression that the priest is “hanging in midair
between Christ and the Church.”'* We might say: the priest, even
as the pure and nonrepresentational instrument the first article
has made of him, is not distinct from the Church as standing over
against her in the celebration of the Eucharist."” The only thing
standing over against the Church is Christ. The second article,
therefore, undertakes to insert the priest firmly within the
Church, not just in the sense that the priest is himself of course a
believer, but in his ministerial signifying function, even as
speaking the words of institution. And indeed this seems to be
required by the nonrepresentational line Ferrara embraces in the
first article, for if the priest were between Christ and the Church,
then to that extent it would be possible to think of him as
representing Christ precisely in Christ’s own distinctness from the
Church.

The second article accomplishes this placement of the priest by
observing that the sacraments are first of all acts of the Church.'®
Further, they are acts of the Church in that the Holy Spirit, the
principle of the union between Head and members, is the agent
of the sacramental action.”” However, because the Spirit is the
Spirit of Christ and as such the basis of the union of Christ and
the Church,” the Eucharistic word is not only a word of the
Church but also becomes a word of Christ, spoken in persona
Christi, spoken by the priest as representative of Christ. This
occurs in that the Spirit transforms the priestly word of the
Church into the word of Christ. This bears quoting at length.

In the midst of the ecclesial proclamation [of the Eucharistic Prayer], that
which is recalled out of the past becomes actual in the present: the living word

“ Ibid., 70.

151 mean here to recall Pastores Dabo Vobis 16: “Quatenus repraesentat Christum Caput,
Pastorem et Sponsum Ecclesiae, sacerdos non tantum in Ecclesia, sed etiam erga Ecclesiam
ponitur.” The priest occupies a place coram Ecclesia through his ministerium, “quod non nisi
signum et continuatio sacramentalis et visibilis est Ipsius Christi, qui coram Ecclesia et mundo
unus auctor et origo est Salutis.”

169N, 70-72.

7 Ibid., 77-79.

8 Ibid., 76.
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of Christ supervenes upon the priestly anamnesis to change the elements into
his body and blood. This Christ does by the agency of his sovereign Spirit, the
fire from heaven that transforms the gifts, as Eastern theology insists, an agency
exercised by the Spirit not “from below,” as anima Ecclesiae, but “from above,”
as sent by the heavenly Christ from the Father of Lights, for, like the creation
of the world, it is a strictly divine act. And in this supervening word of Christ,
this descending fire of the Spirit, lies the true meaning and the true
mysteriousness of in persona Christi, for in virtue of this divine fire, the priestly
word of the Church is transformed and sacramentally identified with the word
of Christ."’

Evidently, speaking anamnestically (“On the night before he died
...”), the priest speaks in the person of the Church, with the faith
of the Church. Because of this anamnestic frame, the words of
consecration remain a word of the Church.?’ While this seems to
mean that the priest acts in persona Christi because he acts in
persona Ecclesiae, Ferrara wishes to avoid this implication for the
Eucharistic word. He seems to grant the implication for the
sacraments generally,?! but wishes to deny it for the Eucharist. He
maintains that, in the Eucharist, to speak in the one person is
complementary, and not opposed, to speaking in the other,?* and
he affirms the magisterial teaching that the priest celebrates the
Eucharist in the person of the Church because he first celebrates
it in the person of Christ.” It is the activity of the Spirit of Christ
which ensures this priority.

Finally, as to the texts of St. Thomas that seem unmistakably
“representational,” and that seem to make of the priest a
representation of Christ as Head and Spouse of the Church,
Ferrara undertakes already in the first article to deny of them any

¥ Ibid., 86.

2 Ibid., 83: “That the priest consecrates in persona Christi pertains solely to his recital of
the words of Christ. It does not pertain to the anamnestic form in which Christ’s words are
recited. But it is precisely this anamnestic form which makes of the eucharistic recital the act
of the Church’s faith.” ‘

2 1hid,, 79, 82.

2 1bid., 81.

2 1bid., 82: “the priest, as the magisterial texts . . . state, does celebrate the Eucharist as
representative of the Church (in persona Ecclesiae) only because he first celebrates it as
representative and minister of Christ (in persona Christi).”
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gender-specific symbolic significance for the Eucharist.* In the
first place, he notes that nuptial imagery does not enter expressly
into the form of the Eucharist, or into the sacramentum tantum;*
there is therefore no need in the Eucharist of such a symbolic
resonance as provided by a male priest. Second, the hierarchical
and pastoral function of the priest, apropos of which some of
these texts appear, is subordinate to his sacramental function, and
not vice versa.”® Fitness for pastoral ministry, in the sense of acts
bearing on the corpus Christi mysticum, should be determined
solely by the requirements for discharging sacramental acts
bearing on the corpus Christi verum, and not the other way
round. Since males are not required for the latter, neither are they
for the former.

II. WORDS AND SPEAKERS, ACTIONS AND AGENTS

While he intends to maintain and indeed bring to the fore the
agency of Christ in the Eucharist, Ferrara in fact obscures it
because of a confusion about the consecratory word and who
speaks it. This is of course highly paradoxical in view of his
emphasis in the first article on the fact that the priest does
nothing except quote Christ. However, in order to avoid the
possibility that the priest may be taken to represent Christ
precisely in His distinction from the Church, Ferrara is led to
attribute this word to the Church as well. But it is this very
attribution, such that the consecratory word is also said to be
spoken in persona Ecclesiae, that both is refractory to the plain
sense of the quotational form of the consecration that Ferrara

24 STh 11, q. 8, a. 6 (prelates and as well those who take Christ’s place by preaching and
by binding or loosing are called heads); STh 11, q. 65, a. 1 (orders generally are said to be for
ruling); IV Sent., d. 8, q. 2, a. 3, ad 9 (the priest, in express distinction from the Eucharistic
word, is said to play to role of Christ); IV Sent., d. 24, q. 3, a. 2, qcla. 1, ad 3 (every minister
is in some way a type of Christ, and the bishop especially is said to be sponsus Ecclesiae); In
Iad Tim., c. 3, lect. 1, n. 96 (presbyters and bishops [see n. 87] are to be the husband of one
wife “propter repraesentationem sacramenti, quia sponsus ecclesiae est Christus”).

% RSE, 214; SN, 69-70.

26 RSE, 219, appealing to the well-known texts on binding and loosing as the secondary
act of the priest.
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himself emphasizes and obscures the agency of both Christ and
the priest.

The way Ferrara attributes the consecratory word to the
Church in “Second Naiveté” presents a number of contradictions.
We start off unexceptionally enough: Christ and the Church are
“other” but “inseparable”;”” the Bride is always united to her
Spouse and the Spirit is the bond of their union;?® the Head
works through the Body.”” Beyond this we are warned of the
danger of a “formally ‘ecclesial’ view” that “threatens the
uniqueness of the Eucharist” as differing not only in degree but in
kind from the other sacraments.’* How then can one say that the
consecratory word is spoken in persona Ecclesiae? “In the
foundational act of consecration . . . the priest does not speak ‘in
the person of the Church’ . . . as an active subject distinct from
Christ, but in the very person of Christ.”*! The priest is therefore
a passive subject, indistinct from Christ. Will this not preserve the
uniqueness of the Eucharist? Again, “the consecrating word of
Christ is uttered through and in the Church”; it belongs to the
Church; it “is also the word of the Church, indeed its supreme
word.”? To say that it is a priestly but not an ecclesial word
would deny that the priesthood is the Church’s priesthood.*
After all, the consecration is framed by the anamnesis of the
Eucharistic Prayer, spoken for and by the Church, in the faith of
the Church.** Further, if we say that the priest “utters the
consecratory words” not only in persona Christi but also in
persona Ecclesiae, these must be taken as “complementary rather
than opposed assertions.”” All of this is undertaken in order to
avoid the consequence of agreeing with John Paul II in Pastores
Dabo Vobis, for did we not affirm that the consecratory word is

7 SN, 76.

2 Ibid., 77.

2 Ibid., 79.

30 Ibid., 80.

31 1bid., 82.

32 Tbid.

3 Ibid., 82-83.
3 1bid., 83.

¥ Ibid., 81.
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spoken in persona Ecclesiae, there is the danger we would so
identify the priest with Christ “that he faces the Church as Christ
does, as Head of the Body.”*¢ And that would mean the priest is
arepresentation of Christ, and that might mean we cannot ordain
women,

We will examine more closely three of Ferrara’s assertions: the
invocation of complementarity (“complementary assertions”); the
idea of a speaking subject, the Church, that is at once indistinct
from another subject, Christ, and passive; last, the appeal to
instrumentality (Christ speaks the word through the Church).

First, complementarity. Truly, it is not contradictory to assert
that “the Church says X and then again to assert that “Christ
says X,” and this is so whatever X is. But it may be that the
Church and Christ contradict one another, and this depends very
much on what they are saying. Christ and the Church might be
said to speak the same word, as for instance in the Mass both
Christ and the Church (especially the present congregation), the
whole Christ, offers itself, the whole Christ, to the Father.
However, this is not how the consecratory word can be
understood. The consecratory word is “This is my body.” But the
people do not say “this is my body,” for the very good reason
that the bread does not become their body, but Christ’s (and it is
rather that they become the Body, sacramentally, at communion).
It cannot be that it is “complementary” to say the consecratory
word is spoken in both persons. It is simply false.

Next, there is the idea of a passive speaker or subject indistinct
from another speaker or subject. As for the indistinction: as
already said, two speakers can speak the same thing, depending
on what they are saying. Once again, however, the deictic “my”
in the consecratory word prevents this here. What is new at this
point is the idea of passivity, the idea of a passive speaking, that
is, the idea of a passive acting. This, if not straightforwardly
contradictory, leads to the idea of instrumentality.

Therefore, what Ferrara envisages is a situation of one word,
two speakers, where the speakers are related as principal and
instrumental speaker. Even where Christ and the Church are

%6 Ibid., 80; see note 15, above.
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offering the sacrifice, moreover, we might think that this is a
better way to describe things. So, Christ speaks through the
Church, and the word of consecration is the speaking of both, just
as in the action of making the bed, there is one action of both
carpenter and saw, not in the way two men pull on the same
rope, but in that the saw is moved by the carpenter.

But this will not do either, for, while speaking may be an
action, words are not. The consecratory word is not the word of
the Church, once again for the simple reason that the Church
does not say that “this” is her body. That is the point, one would
think, of drawing attention to the fact that the priest is quoting.
The one who quotes, though he may agree with the statement
quoted (part of the point of saying that the priest quotes
significative and not just recitative),”’ indicates that it is not his
word, the one who quotes, but another’s, the quoted person’s.
Nor is the speaker’s word the instrument of the one quoted. The
speaker is the instrument—his voice, the speaker intending to
quote and signifying that he is quoting. My word might be said to
be an instrument of another’s when I explain another’s word; a
commentary on a text, a commentarial word, might be called an
instrument of the word of the author of the text. But the
consecratory word is nothing like that. It is not the priest’s word,
nor the Church’s word; it is Christ’s word. That it is not the
priest’s word, which Ferrara seems to want to say in his first
article, means that it is not the Church’s word, either, though that
is what he does want to say in the second article. And this is true
because of the order of signification: the priest’s quotation
signifies that it is the word only of the one he is quoting, Christ.*®
The attribution to the Church, moreover, is an easy enough,
though mistaken, slide from the attribution of a quotation to the
Church to the attribution of what is quoted to the Church.

Now, to make it the Church’s word is to make problematic the
agencies involved. So that the priest cannot appear as signifying
the distinction of Christ from the Church, Ferrara holds that the

7 STh 1L, q. 78, a. 5.

38 This, moreover, is the “technical sense” of speaking in persona Christi in the Eucharistic
context picked out by Bernard Dominique Marliangéas, Clés pour une théologie du ministére:
In persona Christi, In persona Ecclesiae (Paris: Beauchesne, 1978), 98-99.
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consecratory word is “also” the word of the Church. In fact, the
persona of the Church would seem to be first in the field as a
speaker, from the beginning of the Eucharistic Prayer. Ferrara
thus finds himself in the position of having to explain how the
word of the Church becomes the word of Christ. To this newly
invented problem, the solution is a new and unwonted invocation
of an agency bearing on the word of the Church. Just so, “the
priestly word of the Church” (the words of consecration) is
“transformed” by the fire of the Holy Spirit to become the word
of Christ.”” There is first a word and so an action of the Church
speaking through her representative, the priest. Second, Christ
sends the Holy Spirit onto this word of the Church to make it his
word. Third, this word of Christ effects the transformation of the
elements.

How are we to think that Christ through the Holy Spirit
makes a word that is not his own into his own? One person can
make the word of another his own by repeating (“Yes, I think that
X is Y too”) or otherwise signifying that he adopts the word as his
own. But there is nothing like that in the Mass. The word is
already signified as Christ’s: it is a quoted word. What agency is
signified bears on the elements, not on the words. The Holy Spirit
is invoked indeed—but to transform the elements, not the words
of the priest.

On the contrary, St. Thomas’s point in saying that the priest
speaks in persona Christi is that since it is the real body and blood
of Christ, Christ himself, that is made present on the altar, the
principal agent of this making present is Christ; and for this
reason, the instrument, the priest, speaks purely as Christ’s
representative, and not in his own person.*’ Speaking purely as a
representative, he also perforce represents Christ precisely in
distinction from the Church. Here, indeed, the word is the word
of Christ in a simple and straightforward manner: the priest is
quoting Christ. And since it is Christ’s word, and not the
Church’s word, the priest speaks in the person of Christ, and not
in that of the Church.

3 9N, 86.
0 STh 11, q. 78, aa. 1 and 4.
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As the agency of Christ, so that of the priest is obfuscated by
Ferrara. This agency is by way of a word, by way of quoting, but
it is more than the proffering of an ordinary declarative word: it
effects something. It is not just a matter of the ability to speak, of
the ability to manifest the real, or even to quote. Anybody can
quote; but only the priest can quote and (instrumentally) effect
now at the celebration what first was effected at the Last
Supper.”! Two things follow from Ferrara’s position. First, he
cannot really make good why the character of orders is required
to speak the confecting words. For St. Thomas, priestly character
is required—it is known to exist in the first place—because the
priest does something not every baptized person can do, namely,
confect the Eucharist. But for Ferrara, all the priest does is
produce a sort of word-material that it is the part of the Holy
Spirit to consecrate and so make effective. The priestly doing is
collapsed into a mere speaking. Furthermore, if the word of the
priest is also and necessarily a word of the Church, it should
follow that the Church can remove a priest’s sacramental power,
just as she can withdraw his mandate to preach in her name. But
she cannot. The distinction between potestas ordinis and potestas
jurisdictionis, maligned or misused as it may be, recovers here its
point.*

III. FERRARA’S READING OF ST. THOMAS

Ferrara’s appeal to St. Thomas is in two steps: first, an
argument about instrumentality, and second, an argument from
the form of the Eucharist.

The argument bearing on instrumentality proceeds as follows.
Generally, agents act so as to produce a likeness of themselves.
But we must distinguish principal and instrumental causes. In STh
I1I, q. 64, a. 5, St. Thomas tells us that an instrument does not act
in accordance with its own form, but by the power of the

#“1SThH1IL, q. 82, a. 1 and ad 1. This is the other part of the point of saying that the priest
says the words not just recitative but also significative; see Sara Butler, “Response to Ferrara,”
70-73.

*2See STh 11, q. 82, a. 7, ad 3; and a. 8, ad 2. Ferrara does see this implication and denies
it (SN, 87), but his denial does not refute the logic of his position.
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principal agent. Therefore, as the reply to first objection has it, a
sacrament likens its recipient not to the instrument, but to Christ,
the principal agent. Congruently with this, the Sentences
commentary, whose material reappears in STh suppl., q. 19, a. 4,
ad 1, tells us that just as there is no requirement of similarity of
form between an instrument and its effect, so there is no such
requirement between the instrument and the principal agent.
Whence Ferrara concludes that St. Thomas excludes similarity
between the priest, an instrumental cause, and Christ the principal
agent of the Eucharist: the priest cannot be a representation of
Christ. This conclusion is stronger than warranted: strictly, one
can conclude only that there need be no similarity of form, not
that there cannot be. The modesty of this conclusion is important.

In a second step, Ferrara observes that St. Thomas says that the
only thing the priest does in the confection of the Eucharist is to
quote the words of Christ (STh II1, q. 78, a. 1). There is nothing
else that the priest does or may do that is relevant to the
confection of the Eucharist and upon which some argument for
representation (in addition to being a representative) might be
built.

Moreover, according to Ferrara it is in the Eucharist that we
find St. Thomas’s “technical” and “theoretical” sense of the
instrument-minister’s action in persona Christi.*’ Those texts in a
Eucharistic context that relate acting in the person of Christ to
being a representation of Christ are nontheoretical and ad hoc
remnants of an earlier and uncritical style of symbolic theology
(e.g., St. Bonaventure). Moreover, when texts that speak of
pastoral power make the same connection, it is to be remembered
that the theology of orders finds its formal essence in its relation
to the corpus verum, not to the corpus mysticum. Therefore,
neither are those texts coercive.

Ferrara’s reading requires certain unwarranted moves. First, he
claims that St. Thomas uses the locution in persona Christi in
technical and nontechnical senses back to back, as it were. In STh
I, q. 82, a. 1, St. Thomas refers back to q. 78, a. 1, and argues
from this “technical” sense of the phrase. But in the reply to the

* RSE, 212; see Marliangéas, Clés pour une théologie, 97, 98-99.
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fourth objection, in the same article, where the bishop is said to
exercise pastoral power in the person of Christ, we have an ad
hoc sense of the phrase that Ferrara dismisses as nontechnical.

Second, he ignores the limited context for which St. Thomas
invokes the principle that an instrument need have no similarity
of form with the principal agent. The issue of STh I, q. 64, a. 5,
is whether wicked ministers can confer the sacraments, and the
“form” in question, the likeness at stake between instrument and
effect, is therefore that of habitual grace (see also STh suppl., q.
19, a. §). Just so, in STh suppl., q. 19, a. 4, the issue is whether
the personal sanctification of the instrument-minister is formal to
the use of the keys, and the answer is that it is not. It is quite a
stretch to argue from the nonnecessity of this kind of likeness to
the irrelevance of any likeness whatsoever and in all cases
between instrument and effect.

In fact, St. Thomas’s “technical” consideration of sacramental
agency calls for just such a likeness in the visible, properly
sacramental order. The argument is quite simple. In STh 111, q.
62, a. 1, St. Thomas asks the foundational question whether
sacraments are causes of grace. The first objection argues that,
since the sacrament is a sign of grace, it cannot also be a cause of
grace. The reply is as follows.

A principal cause cannot properly be called a sign of an effect, though hidden,
even if this cause itself be sensible and manifest. But an instrumental cause, if
it be manifest, can be said to be a sign of a hidden effect, for the reason that it
is not only a cause, but in some way also an effect, insofar as it is moved by the
principal agent. And according to this reasoning, the sacraments of the new law
are causes and signs.

Thus, for instance, baptismal washing, an instrumental cause of
the cleansing of the soul, is also a sign of that cleansing, insofar
as it is moved by God.* If it were true, as Ferrara thinks, that
instruments cannot represent or signify the effect they are ordered
to producing, then St. Thomas’s sacramental theology would be
at odds with itself at a quite fundamental level. For that is

* See STh I, q. 66, a. 10.
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precisely what a sacrament is: an instrument that is a sign of its
effect; a sign that is an instrument.

Ferrara is well aware, of course, of such texts that assert a
likeness between the sacrament and the effect of the sacrament.*
He does not gainsay the similitude of sacrament to sacramental
effect, yet he circumscribes it quite carefully: the likeness is
absolutely not any likeness to the mysteries of Christ. Rather,
appealing to STh III, q. 65, a. 1, where the number of the
sacraments is made intelligible by an argument ex convenientia
from human life both individual and in community, we read that,
as natural signs, the sacraments “represent the basic structure and
dynamism of human existence.” This is true enough, as far as it
goes. But the exclusion of the relation of the natural symbolism
to the mysteries of Christ is false. Speaking of the matter of
baptism in STh 11, q. 66, a. 3, St. Thomas argues its suitability
both as signifying the effect of the sacrament, as spiritual
cleansing, and as signifying the mystery of Christ’s death and
burial, by which we are saved. For Ferrara these two things must
be really distinct, the second being a hold-over of precritical,
pretheoretic mystical and symbolic theology. Of course it is
nothing of the sort. Spiritual cleansing is conformation to the
death of Christ, and dying with Christ in baptism #s the dying to
sin that is spiritual cleansing,*® and the faith required for the
sacrament of faith is faith in the saving passion and death of
Christ.* To drive a wedge between the effect of the sacrament
and its signification of conformity to Christ’s death is to see St.
Thomas taking his leave not only from the entire patristic
tradition but from St. Paul himself.*® But why the wedge? Why
such a huge effort to separate St. Thomas not only from his
tradition but from his own text? Only so that there can be no
argument contrary to the ordination of women on the basis of a

* See his “Reply to Sara Butler,” 86.

“ See STh 1, q. 66, a. 12: “Passio Christi operatur quidem in baptismo aquae per
quandam figuralem repraesentationem”; q. 69, a. 1; and the Lectura on Romans, c. 6, lect.
2, nos. 473-74.

Y STh 111, q. 61, a. 4. )

* T am grateful to Professor Lawrence Welch of Kenrick Seminary for this point.
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relation of natural resemblance between the ministerial priest and
the unique High Priest.

If it is kept well in mind that sacramental instruments are
likenesses of their effect, St. Thomas’s next premise is easily
anticipated: the priest is an instrumental cause of consecration.
He is rendered an instrument in virtue of the character, the
instrumental power, imparted at ordination, as we discover in
STh 11, q. 63, a. 1, and q. 64, a. 1. The priest’s instrumentality in
the consecration of the Eucharist is explicitly affirmed at STh 111,
g- 82, a. 1, ad 1. The instrumental cause that the priest is,
however, is a manifest and visible one, and so he can also be a
sign of the hidden effect, which in the case of the Eucharist is the
true body and blood, that is, Christ, insofar as he is moved by the
principal agent. Lastly, it is to be noted that the “effect” of this
exercise of agency is not distinct from the principal agent, Christ.
Therefore, in the Eucharist, the priest can be a sign—a
representation—of Christ.

The foregoing argument concludes with a possibility; it
induces an expectation that St. Thomas will affirm the symbolic,
iconic, representational function of the priest in the Eucharist.
The expectation is realized in STh 111, q. 83, a. 1, ad 3:

the priest bears the image of Christ in whose person and power he pronounces
the words to consecrate, as is evident from what was said above. And so in a
certain way the priest and the victim are the same.*

That is, the minister is the same as the victim of the sacrifice,
Christ, in that he is a representation of Christ. The reference to
“what was said above” is to STh II1, q. 83, a. 1 (and a. 3), which
itself refers us back to STh 1II, q. 78, a. 1, on the form of the
Eucharist, where Ferrara finds the “technical sense” to be
displayed. In other words, there is no gap, not the slightest

49 “Sacerdos gerit imaginem Christi, in cuius persona et virtute verba pronuntiat ad
consecrandum, ut ex supra dictis patet. Etita quodammodo idem est sacerdos et hostia.” This
is even stronger in [V Sent. d. 8, q. 2, a. 3, ad 9, where there is a comparison of the word and
the priest as instruments: “quia sacerdos est similior principali agenti quam verbum, quia gerit
eius figuram, ideo, simpliciter loquendo, sua virtus instrumentalis est maior et dignior, unde
etiam permanet.”
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crevice, between the representational and the representative
senses of in persona Christi.

The above text from STh 111, q. 83, moreover, is not the only
one where it is either stated or implied that the priest is a
representation of Christ. In the Lectura on 1 Timothy,
commenting on the requirement that an episcopus be the husband
of one wife (3:2), we read:*°

But what is the reason of this institution? . . . I answer that it must be said that
the reason is not because of incontinence alone, but on account of the
representation of the sacrament [propter repraesentationem sacramenti; cf. the
magnum sacramentum of Eph 5:32], because the spouse of the Church is
Christ, and the Church is one, as it says in the fifth chapter of the Song of
Songs, “my dove is only one.”

Furthermore, St. Thomas explains earlier that “presbyters are to
be understood with bishops” here, since the names, though not
the realities, are interchangeable.’’ It is hard not to see in this text
a recognition of an “iconic” value to priests and bishops that
includes more than the quite narrow representative function,
manifested in quotation alone, that Ferrara recognizes. There are
more “Bonaventuran” patches in St. Thomas, it would seem, than
STh 111, q. 83, a. 1.°

Is not this witness from the Lectura on 1 Timothy a
“hierarchical-regitive” text, however? Indeed it is. But then it is
to be observed, first, that however one wishes to relate the
munera of sanctifying-sacramental ministry and hierarchical
pastoral rule, whether giving primacy to the first or to the second,
there is no difference between them as to the matter of
representation: for St. Thomas, sacramental action in persona
Christi not only does not exclude, but rather calls for, the priest
as a representation of Christ, and so there is no warrant for

S0 C. 3, lect. 1, no. 96.

1C. 3, lect. 1, no. 87. The same holds good for deacons; they are to be husbands of one
wife on account of the significatio sacramenti (c. 3, lect. 3, no. 120).

52 On the basis of this text from the Lectura on 1 Timothy, one easily erects the same
argument against the ordination of women as St. Bonaventure offers, IV Sent. d. 25, a. 2, q.
2. For a contemporary presentation of the argument, see Sara Butler, “The Priest as
Sacrament of Christ the Bridegroom,” Worship 66 (1992), 498-517.
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dismissing the same implication of the hierarchical-regitive texts
because they do so as well.

Second, and more importantly, Ferrara evidences a sort of
suspicion of hierarchy that hardly seems theological. So he asks
rhetorically in the first article: “Is the priest first and foremost the
hierarch, among whose ruling powers the sacramental power is
included? Or is the priest first of all and formally Christ’s servant
and instrument whose hierarchical authority is grounded in and
normed by this Christ-derived and Christ-directed service?”> Let
the priest be first and foremost the instrument of Christ in the
Eucharist; but it is hard to understand the fateful consequence
Ferrara seems so evidently to feel—unless “ruler” and “hierarch”
are being taken in some extra-ecclesial sense according to which
they are synonyms for “oppressor” and “tyrant.”

Of course, when all is said and done, it might be the case that
while St. Thomas affirms a representationalist view of the priest
in the Eucharist, Ferrara is right about the devastating and
harmful consequences of such a view. Ferrara thinks assigning
such a role to the priest is “out of place” in the Eucharist, “since,
both symbolically and functionally, it interposes the priest
between Christ and that Church which is, after all, Christ’s and
not the clergy’s bride.””* But then, it must be added that St.
Thomas does not himself think these deleterious consequences
follow. He does not think representations function the way
Ferrara does. In STh 111, q. 25, a. 3, taking up the question of
whether images are to be adored latreutically, he writes:

there is a twofold motion of the soul to an image: one to the image itself
according as it is a certain thing; in another way, to the image insofar as it is
the image of another. . . . the second motion, which is unto the image insofar
as it is an image is one and the same with the motion which is unto the thing
[of which it is the image].>

% RSE, 219.

3 SN, 81.

% “Duplex est motus animae in imaginem: unus quidem in imaginem ipsam secundum
quod est res quaedam; alio modo, in imaginem inquantum est imago alterius. Et inter hos
motus est haec differentia, quia primus motus, quo quis movetur in imaginem prout est res
quaedam, est alius a motu qui est in rem: secundus autem motus, qui est in imaginem
inquantum est imago, est unus et idem cum illo qui est in rem.”
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Reverencing the image of Christ as an image of Christ is “one and
the same” with reverencing Christ.’® This holds for icons,
pictures, crosses, and crucifixes (see a. 4). It is hard to see why it
does not hold for the priest when, moved by the Principal Agent,
he bears the image of Christ (gerit imaginem Christi) in the
Eucharist, unless one takes “representation” in a typically
Cartesian and modern sense, one that has nothing to do with the
ancient and medieval context.’’

IV. CONCLUSION

Ferrara pretends to show us a rigorous but hitherto unnoticed
implication of St. Thomas’s sacramental theology according to
which there can be no representational function of the priest
relative to Christ, and therefore no argument for the exclusion of
women from orders on that basis. It is to be feared that he has
rather kidnapped than read the text. Contrary to Ferrara,
instrumental causes can be representations of their effect, and
indeed must be if a sacrament is to be a sacrament. Contrary to
Ferrara, sacraments do signify the mysteries of Christ. Contrary
to Ferrara, representations or icons or symbols or signs of Christ
are presences of Christ, not blocks to the faithful and adoring
Christian mind.*®

* Here it is useful to consult Robert Sokolowski, “Picturing,” in Pictures, Quotations, and
Distinctions (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1992), 3-26.

57 See Robert Sokolowski, Eucharistic Presence (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 1994), 179-86, 198-200.

%% 1 would like to thank Dennis Ferrara for a lengthy review of an earlier draft of this
paper. It may not appear to him that I benefitted from his effort, but in fact I did and am
grateful for his careful attention.
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unapproachable” (1 Tim 6:16),' systematic theologians in

the Western tradition regularly employ the twofold
methodology of apophatic and cataphatic theology regarding
knowledge and discourse of God. The former mode of theological
discourse emphasizes that in knowing God we know more
‘what-God-is-not,” rather than ‘what-God-is.” And in the latter
mode we associate with God terms about which we have solid
understanding in our this-worldly experience, terms we apply first
to this-worldly things, but whose signifying core we attribute to
God as well. But even to this cataphatic mode of discourse—
analogical naming of God—we are compelled to add a rectifying
dose of apophasis, since in attributing to God a particular
property by means of a name we also claim not to know the mode
of that property’s existence in God, even as we are sure that
such-and-such a property is in God. Thus even analogy when
used of God must genuflect before God’s hiddenness, God’s
incomprehensibility,” and it is fair to say that apophatic theology

DARING TO SPEAK of the God “who dwells in light

1 X3

¢@g olkdv dnpdattov.” Hinting at my theme, I note that, grammatically, the prefixed
alpha-privative modifies mpdg (“towards™) + 1 (“go” [coming from: elpt / {évar]) + Tov
(“capable™), and so signifies by presupposing the positive content of “can-be-gone-towards”
(wpdorTov), which it then denies (d). At first this is but a lexical point, but it points towards
epistemological underpinnings, to be discussed below.

% Catherine LaCugna, “The Trinitarian Mystery of God,” in Systematic Theology: Roman
Catholic Perspectives, eds. F. Schiissler-Fiorenzaand J. P. Galvin (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1991), 1:151-92, notes that “one sees the apophatic dimension underlying the way of
analogy” (158); or, as she notes in God for Us: The Trinity and Christian Life (San Francisco:

519
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appropriately has ascendancy in the Western tradition, despite the
nuanced complexities of its Scholastic history.’

But for all that, is it possible that cataphatic theology might be
being sold short? Could our familiarity with apophatic theology
and claims of God’s utter incomprehensibility do a certain in-
justice to the hard-fought victories of the human mind as it
struggles to put together some ‘composite picture’ of what God
is, however imperfect that likeness may be? My goal is not to
suggest that we could abandon apophatic theology—as though
the human mind could put God in a hammerlock!*—but is rather
to ask whether in our confident use of apophasis we may be
employing cataphatic theology more than we acknowledge,
creating a dialogue of sorts between these two modes of
discourse. In short, if it is true that sound cataphatic theological
naming needs apophasis, could it also be true that apophatic
theology depends in some genuine way upon positive, cataphatic
knowledge of what God is? Might such cataphatic theological
naming be epistemologically prior to apophatic naming, and
might we accordingly be compelled to devote more attention to
our assessment of the act of positive reasoning regarding God?
Could it be the case that—to alter and rearrange what the late

HarperCollins, 1991), 324-35, “At the base of analogical predication lies apophasis” (330).

3 See Elizabeth Johnson “Classical Theology,” in idem, She Who Is: The Mystery of God
in Feminist Theological Discourse (New York: Crossroad, 1992), 104-20. Johnson’s strong
emphasis upon apophasis, and the virtual agnosticism that her book’s delivery sometimes
suggests to me {e.g., 117), sparked my interest in this topic, though my comments here do not
bear upon her larger project regarding gender-based naming of God. See also her earlier “The
Incomprehensibility of God and the Image of God Male and Female,” Theological Studies 45
(1984): 441-65, containing in germ the thesis of She Who Is. For background on the
relationship between East and West on this topic, see D. Carabine, “Apophasis East and
West,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 55 (1988): 5-29.

* Johnson, describing Aquinas, puts it deftly (She Who Is, 109): “No created mind can
comprehend the essence of God, that is, understand perfectly so that nothing is hidden from
view” (emphasis added). My concern with “Johnson’s agnosticism” (above, note 3) is that [
suspect that in practice she, on the basis of the claim just quoted—with which any Thomist
would be in general agreement—infers its contrapositive, thereby incorrectly changing the
predicate’s quantity from ‘all’ (“to understand God perfectly”) to ‘none’ (“not to understand
God at all”), when the median quantity of ‘some’ remains a genuine possibility. See She Who
Is, 117, where ‘he’ when used of God is thought to be subject “to all the limitations found in
any other positive naming of God, and in the end does not really tell us anything about the
divine” (emphasis added). Is God alone able to have any knowledge of God?
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Catherine LaCugna wrote’—*“at the base of apophatic predication
lies cataphasis”? In raising these questions with greater precision,
and in working towards some answer for them, I will use the
doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas as a springboard, both because he
is a key figure in Western Christian theology’s use of theological
language, and because of my debt to his work.® I will begin by
considering what negation is, turn to the process of naming God,
and close with some remarks concerning our reasoning about

God.

* See LaCugna, God for Us, cited above, n. 2.

¢ Though I do not attempt a strict exegesis of Thomas’s teaching on the divine names, I
have benefited from the following exegetical works: Lawrence Dewan, “St. Thomas and the
Divine Names,” Science et Esprit 32 (1980): 19-33; Brian Davies, The Thought of Thomas
Agquinas (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 40-184; Ralph Mclnerny, Aquinas and Analogy
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1996), 152-63; idem, “Can
God be Named by Us?,” in Being and Predication: Thomistic Interpretations (Washington,
D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1986), 259-86; Mark D. Jordan, “The
Names of God and the Being of Names,” in The Existence and Nature of God, ed. A. ].
Freddoso (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1983), 161-90; and of course David
Burrell, Knowing the Unknowable God: 1bn-Sina, Maimonides, Aquinas (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1986). More specialized studies that I have consulted are:
Thomas S. Hibbs, Dialectic and Narrative in Aquinas: An Interpretation of the Summa contra
gentiles (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1995), 36-51; Armand Maurer, “St.
Thomas on the Sacred Name ‘Tetragrammaton’,” in Being and Knowing: Studies in Thomas
Aquinas and Later Medieval Philosophers (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies,
1990), 59-69; John F. Wippel, chap. 9, “Quidditative Knowledge of God,” in Metaphysical
Themes in Thomas Aquinas (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
1984), 215-41; idem, Thomas Aquinas on the Divine Ideas (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 1993); Anton Pegis, “Penitus Manet Ignotum,” Mediaeval Studies 27
(1965): 212-26; J. B. M. Wissink, “Aquinas: The Theologian of Negative Theology. A
Reading of ST I, qq. 14-26,” in Jaarboek 1993 (Utrecht: Thomas Instituut, 1994), 15-83;
T.-D. Humbrecht, “La théologie négative chez saint Thomas d’Aquin,” Revue Thomiste 93
(1993): 535-66; Albert Patfoort, “La place de I’analogie dans la pensée de S. Thomas
d’Aquin: Analogie, noms divins et ‘perfections’,” Revue des sciences philosophiques et
théologiques 76 (1992): 235-54; Joseph De Finance, “Le double piege des noms divins selon
saint Thomas,” in Noetica, critica e metafisici in chiave Tomistica: Atti del IX Congresso
Tomistico Internazionale (Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1991), 2:275-81; Gregory
Rocca, “The Distinction between res significata and modus significandi in Aquinas’s
Theological Epistemology,” The Thomist 55 (1991): 173-97; idem, “Aquinas on God-Talk:
Hovering over the Abyss,” Theological Studies 54 (1993): 641-61; Juan Alfredo Casaubon,
“Nuestro conocimiento real de Dios y los enunciados teolégicos,” Sapientia [Buenos Aires]
46 (1991): 247-52; Michael B. Ewbank, “Diverse Orderings of Dionysius’s Triplex Via by St.
Thomas Aquinas,” Mediaeval Studies 52 (1990): 83-109.
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I. HOW DO WE NEGATE?

In a list of non-biblical, entitative, and operative attributes of
God—simple, perfect, good, infinite, ubiquitous, immutable, eter-
nal, one, knowing, living, willing, provident, omnipotent— one
notices straight off that some of the attributes are negations; the
negating Latin prefix in, found in ‘infinite’ and ‘immutable’, is a
giveaway. Yet the notions of some other attributes betoken a
negation, even though the word’s structure does not reveal it. To
say that God is ‘simple’, for instance, is really to say that God is
not composed of parts. God is said to be ‘ubiquitous’ in part
because God is not bound to any one place by being a body. And
to say that God is ‘eternal’ is really to say that God is not time-
bound. A negating, a denying, seems central, then, to much of our
speech about God, though it is too much to say that it covers all
our speech, since terms such as ‘perfect’, ‘good’, ‘knowing’,
‘living’, and ‘willing’ seem to be manifestly affirmative, both in
form and content.”

How do we negate? There is no sustained treatment in
Thomas’s writings on the subject, or in those of his medieval
predecessors,’ and most mention of the topic is found in texts
concerning formal logic, distribution of terms, the square of

7 It remains intriguing that Thomas, having insisted in the prologue to q. 3 of the Prima
pars of his Summa Theologiae that we are more able to know “how God is not [guomodo
non sit]” than to know “what God is [quomodo sit],” almost immediately discusses the
attributes of God’s perfection and goodness (qq. 4-6), and that the rationale for predicating
perfection of God is principally that God is the first efficient cause—hardly a negative
concept! I wonder whether the doctrinal strength of Thomas’s prologue here might need to
be attenuated; the Latin text seems to have an impressive, almost liturgical, cursus (i.e.,
punctuated sentence-length in syllables) of 9-9-9, 14-4, 14-4. And of course Thomas has to
make provision for the authority of Dionysius and St. John Damascene. For a thorough
account of the need for the ‘way of remotion’ (via remotionis) see Summa contra Gentiles 1,
c. 14,

8 A possible exception seems to be Anselm’s De casu diaboli, c. 11, in P. Schmidt, O.S.B.,
ed., Obras Completas de San Anselmo (Madrid: BAC, 1952), 1:622-28, who struggles
mightily with the intention ‘nothing’ (#ibil). For more on theological language in the twelfth
century, see M.-D. Chenu, La théologie au douziéme siécle, 3d ed. (Paris: J. Vrin, 1976),
90-107 (“Grammaire et théologie™), 366-85 (“Le vocabulaire théologique™).
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opposition, and so on.” But the concern here is that of material
logic, of seeing what the mind’s warrant is as it denies one
characteristic or attribute of another thing. And here there is not
much to go by.

But there is an adage or “tag” that will be of help, which
Thomas on an occasion or two takes the time to explain. In more
than one place in his writings he employs the premise that “every
negation has its basis in some affirmation” (omnis negatio
fundatur in aliqua affirmatione). The adage and some variants are
common enough in his writings,'® and he uses it both in his
personal teaching and in presenting difficulties to be addressed in
the course of determining a particular question—the “objections”
that are found in the beginning of a Scholastic article. But in no
text does Thomas provide any reference to the proposition’s
precise source,'' and the manner of its use suggests that he took

? As, for instance, in Peter of Spain’s Summule logicales, in L. M. De Rijk, ed., Peter of
Spain (Petrus Hispanus Portugalensis) Tractatus (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1972), tr. 8, nos. 13-14
(pp. 190-91); tr. 12, nos. 23-25 (pp. 224-25), all calling to mind Aristotle’s On Interpretation.
Thomas has an incomplete commentary on the latter work, which addresses in detail how
negation is related to distribution of terms, etc., in the formal syllogism. See Expositio libri
peryermenias in Sancti Thomae de Aquino Opera Omnia, vol. 1/1, 2d ed., Leonine ed. (Rome:
Ad sanctae Sabinae, 1989).

' A version of the premise pertaining to formal logic was deemed useful enough by
Nunzio Signoriello to make its way into his Lexicon Peripateticum Philosophico-Theologicum
(Naples: Biblioteca Catholica Scriptorum, 1906), N, no. 13, p. 231, as “negatio reducitur ad
genus affirmationis,” followed by some texts of Thomas that explain it, to be discussed below.
See also the medieval Dominican Peter of Bergamo’s (11482) Tabula Aurea, s.v. negatio, nos.
3-6, in his In opera sancti Thomae Aquinatis index seu tabula aurea eximii doctoris f. Petri de
Bergamo (Rome: Editiones Paulinae, 1960), p. 651a, who seems to be the source for
Signoriello’s references to Thomas.

' The Leonine source editors for Thomas’s De Malo, A. Kenzeler and A.J. Peters, refer
us in De Malo, q. 2, a. 1, arg. 9 and ad 9, to Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 1.46 (51b34) and to
Categories 10 (12b12-15)—perhaps something of a stretch. The passage is found ad sensum
in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics. See Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 1.25 (86b27-8; 86b33-35),
trans. H. G. Apostle (Grinell, Jowa: Peripatetic Press, 1981), 39-40: “a negative
[demonstration] is made known through an affirmative [demonstration] . . . an affirmative
is prior to and better known than a negative [premise] (for a denial is known through an
affirmation, and an affirmation is prior to a denial just as being is prior to nonbeing).” Another
Aristotelian locus is On Interpretation 5 (17a8-9).
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its truth to be undisputed.'? A look at a couple of texts will show
how the proposition functions in his thinking.

Among the several passages in which Thomas uses the
principle,’® there are two in particular where he spells out its
import, both generally having to do with the divine names, and
both addressing Thomas’s sense that the solutions of Moses
Maimonides are insufficient.' In his scriptum on Book 1 of Peter
Lombard’s Sentences he faces the question whether ‘knowledge’

2 For Thomas’s detailed exposition of the passages in the Posterior Analytics, see his
Expositio libri posteriorum 1.39 (86a35-86b37), 2d ed., Leonine ed. (Rome: Ad sanctae
Sabinae, 1989), 1/2:146-47. As a matter of historical interest, Thomas’s teacher, St. Albert,
invokes the principle in his commentary on Pseudo-Dionysius’s De divinis nominibus, a copy
of which we possess in the student Thomas’s own hand (cf. Leonard E. Boyle, “An Autograph
of St. Thomas at Salerno,” in Littera, Sensus, Sententia: Studi in onore del Prof. Clement ].
Vansteenkiste, O.P., ed. A. Lobato [Milano: Massimo, 1991], 117-34). See Albert’s In
Dionysii de divinis nominibus, c. 1, no. 50, obj. 3 (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1993), vol.
37/1:31.43-46: “Preterea, sicut docet Philosophus, omnis negatio ab affirmatione causatur;
si igitur aliquid dicitur de deo negative, oportet etiam aliquid nominare affirmative.”

B Arranged chronologically with their dates (J.-P. Torrell, Sz. Thomas Aquinas: The Person
and His Work, trans, R. Royal [Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
1996], 330-59), the texts are the following: 1 Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 1, ad 2 (1256); De Potentia,
q. 7, a. 5; ibid., q. 10, a. 5 (1265); Summa Theologiae 1, q. 33, a. 4, ad 3 (1266); ibid., I-1],
q.71,a.6,ad 1; q. 72, a. 6; q. 75, a. 1 (1269-70); De Malo, q. 2, a. 1, ad 9 (1269); Summa
Theologiae 1I-11, q. 79, a. 3, ad 1 (1271). In Thomas’s recently discovered “Roman
Commentary” on Peter Lombard’s Sentences there are four articles dealing variously with the
divine names, none of them addressing the issues at stake here. See my “’Alia lectura fratris
Thomae’: A List of the New Texts of St. Thomas Aquinas found in Lincoln College, Oxford,
MS Lat. 95,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 57 (1990): 34-61, where 1
transcribed the beginning and end of each of the ninety-four new articles. John Boyle, who
is preparing the critical edition of these texts, very kindly sent me his edition of texts
numbered 2, 20, 89, and 90.

* On Thomas’s relationship to Maimonides generally, see David Burrell, “Aquinas’s Debt
to Maimonides,” in A Straight Path: Studies in Medieval Philosophy and Culture: Essays in
Honor of Arthur Hyman, ed. R. Link-Salinger (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University
of America Press, 1988), 37-48. See also Alexander Broadie, “Maimonides and the Way of
Negation,” in Historia Philosophiae Medii Aevi, ed. B. Mojsich et al. (Amsterdam: Griiner,
1991), 1:105-13; and, on Thomas’s use of Maimonides, Neil A. Stubbens, “Naming God:
Moses Maimonides and Thomas Aquinas,” The Thomist 54 (1990): 229-67; Isaac Frank,
“Maimonides and Aquinas on Man’s Knowledge of God: A Twentieth-century Perspective,”
in Maimonides: A Collections of Critical Essays, ed. J. A. Buijs (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1988), 284-305. There are those who think that Thomas simply got
Maimonides wrong on the subject of the divine names. See Seymour Feldman, “A Scholastic
Misinterpretation of Maimonides’ Doctrine of Divine Attributes,” in Buijs, ed., Maimonides,
267-83.
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is in God, and has to field a particular difficulty, which he
recognizes as really posing the question of how the divine names
signify.'> As a possible answer Thomas entertains the position he
elsewhere assigns to Maimonides,'® for whom names such as
‘knowledge’ do not signify that God actually has knowledge, but
signify rather that God is not ignorant, as a rock would be. In
short, the divine names, even the ones whose structure does not
imply negation, still signify what God is not, rather than what
God is.

But this explanation is not up to the task for Thomas, and his
response resis on the adage concerning the relationship of
negation to affirmation. Every negation concerning some thing,
he points out, is based upon something existing in that thing. An
example would be what happens when we make the denial: “a
human being is not a donkey.” The truth of this claim depends
upon the nature of being human, a nature which is not
compatible with that of being a donkey—Thomas seems to have
in mind here the irrevocable opposition between the human
being’s specific difference of ‘being rational’ and the absolute lack
of rationality in a donkey. Applying this logic to the case at hand,
Thomas notes that when we deny ignorance of God—
Maimonides, he thinks, holds that the term ‘knowledge’ used of
God means ‘not ignorant’—we are able to do so only because of
something, some characteristic, that exists in God, which is
opposed to ignorance. That, of course, is knowledge."”

In his disputed question De Potentia Dei, in another passage
dealing with the divine names, Thomas suggests a kind of
thought-experiment to bring out that the understanding or truth
of a negation depends upon some affirmation. Suppose—to use

Y 18ent., d.35,q. 1, 2. 1, arg. 2.

1 De Pot., q. 7, a. 5; STh 1, q. 13, a. 2.

7 1 Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 1, ad 2: “quando dicitur Deus sciens, intelligitur non esse
ignorans, sicut lapis: . . . Sed hoc non videtur sufficiens . . . quia omnis negatio de re aliqua
fundatur super aliquid in re existens, ut cum dicitur, homo non est asinus, veritas negationis
fundatur supra hominis naturam, quae naturam negatam non compatitur. Unde si de Deo
negatur ignorantia, oportet quod hoc sit ratione alicujus quod in ipso est: et ita oppositum
ignorantiae oportet in ipso ponere.”
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an illustration he gives elsewhere'®*—that we made the claim that
“Ethiopians are not white,” and that we were compelled to justify
it. Since postulating the claim as a basic truth of reason is not an
option, the only way to prove that “Ethiopians are not white” is
to show that Ethiopians are endowed with a characteristic that is
not convertible with, or compatible with, being white. And being
black, of course, is such a characteristic. Hence we would not be
able to prove the truth of the claim “Ethiopians are not white”
without using the affirmation “Ethiopians are black” as the
warrant for the truth of the negation."”

Therefore on Thomas’s account affirmation is epistemo-
logically prior to negation, so much so that it is in some way the
‘cause’ of negation. And in one passage he says just that,
seemingly meaning that the causality the affirmation exercises is
more than just a material causality (i.e., providing the ‘parts’ of
the negation, the terms of which it is composed), but is formally
the cause of why the negation’s predicate is disjoined from its
subject.*’

' De Pot., q. 10, a. S: “patet quod veritas cuiuslibet negativae in existentibus supra
veritatem affirmativae fundatur: sicut veritas huius negativae ‘Aethiops non est albus’
fundatur supra veritatem huius affirmativae ‘Aethiops est niger.””

¥ De Pot., q. 7, a. 5: “Et preterea intellectus negationis semper fundatur in aliqua
affirmatione: quod ex hoc patet quia omnis negativa per affirmativam probatur.” Thomas
implicitly uses this principle in his discussions on whether God knows the bad through the
good. See Quodl., 11, q. 2, a. 1: “In cognoscibilibus autem quedam sunt que habent propriam
rationem absolutam, ut homo et lapis, quorum propria ratio non dependet ex alio; quedam
uero sunt que non habent propriam rationem absolutam, set ex alio dependentem, sicut est
in relatiuis et priuatiuis et negatiuis, quorum ratio dependet ex ordine quem habent ad alia:
nam ratio cecitatis non est absoluta, set dependens, in quantum habet ordinem ad uisum,
cuius est priuatiua.” See also I Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. 2; De Verit., q. 2, a. 15; ScG 1, c. 71; STh
I, q.14,a.10; q. 15,a. 3,ad 1; q. 18, a. 4, ad 4.

2 §Th 111, q. 72, a. 6: “Semper enim in rebus negatio fundatur super aliqua affirmatione
quae est quodammodo causa eius; unde etiam in rebus naturalibus eiusdem rationis est quod
ignis calefaciat, et quod non infrigidet.”

Thomas draws his account of the demonstrative syllogism from Aristotle’s Posterior
Analytics, and more specifically employs the philosopher’s four modes of per se predication
in the formation of the major or minor premise (Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 1.4
[73a35-73b24)). The Latin preposition per (“through™) always carries the aspect of a cause,
so per se in the first way indicates that the predicate is a formal cause of the subject (e.g.,
“rational” is a formal cause of being human in the proposition: “humans are rational
animals”), while in the second way of saying per se the subject is materially the cause of the
predicate, for the definition of the predicate would always include the subject, in which it
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He finishes his thought-experiment by applying his logic of
negation to the case of making negations of God, concluding
naturally enough that our ability to make negations of God
depends on our ability to make affirmations of God, because we
could not be said to know anything of God at all were we not
able to verify it affirmatively’’—a conclusion whose emphasis
upon the sequence of propositions regarding God calls to mind
the process of how we name God.

I1. THE PROCESS OF NAMING GOD

While in our personal histories we receive from our faith
traditions or theological education a host of divine names
“ready-made,” as it were, and usually in varying arrangement, it
is interesting to note that Thomas presents each of the divine
attributes or names to his readers in a very carefully worked-out
order. Actually, the treatment of the divine names in his Summa
Theologiae is located thirteen questions into the work, treated
under the rubric of God’s knowability, itself but one of many
divine attributes or names. So, much studied discourse and

inheres (e.g., “rational” is included in discussing the ability to laugh in the proposition:
“rational beings are risible”). The third way does not apply to the demonstrative syllogism
(for per se here means “exists by itself,” and is therefore an existential, not causal,
enunciation), but the fourth way is important, because in it the subject is the efficient or
productive cause of the predicate through the form by which the subject is named (e.g., in the
proposition “the doctor is healing,” the doctor heals precisely as a doctor, not insofar as the
person who is the doctor is tall, left-handed, or a Cubs fan). The second and fourth ways
sometimes coincide, because it is possible for a subject that is always included in the definition
of the predicate to be also the productive cause of the predicate. A good example is the case
just given for the second way: defining the ability to laugh requires one to include “rational
being” or “human being” as the subject, but in reality it is rationality that produces laughter
in human beings. See Thomas’s I Post. Anal., lect. 10 (ad 73b1-25) (Leonine ed., 1/2:38-41).
See also STh1,q. 77, 2. 6, ad 2.

To expound the example Thomas gives concerning fire (STh I-1I, q. 72, a. 6), one would
say that fire’s heating is a property of fire (second way) that is caused immediately by fire’s
nature (fourth way), and that, since heating and cooling are opposed actions, fire’s inability
to make things cold follows directly from its nature of making things hot—in order to cool
fire would have to become something other than what it is. In a less mundane way certain
things would be denied of God.

' De Pot., q. 7, a. §: “unde nisi intellectus humanus aliquid de Deo affirmative
cognosceret, nihil de Deo posset negare. Non autem cognosceret, si nihil quod de Deo dicit,
de eo verificatur affirmative.”
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predication about God has already taken place long before
Thomas introduces a formal discussion of discourse about, and
predication of, God; even the treatment of divine names. must
wait its turn until other attributes of God, about which we speak
via a divine name, have been dealt with. For Thomas there is no
mere naming of God in a list whose contents have no other
interconnection save that they are all predicated of the self-same
God, and whose contents could be rearranged into any other
order at will. For him there is an intelligible flow from one
attribute to the next, just as a negation’s intelligibility flows from
a prior affirmation.

It is easy to see where, in the Summa, this intelligible flow
begins: namely, with Thomas’s famous ‘five ways’ for proving
God’s existence. Thomas chose to provide these five different
arguments because the conclusion of each way gives him
information—a premise, eventually—from which he can proceed
to investigate God further.”? Thus, while the conclusion of each
way is, in one sense, “God exists,” in another sense it is “there
exists a first, unmoved mover,” or “there exists a first efficient
cause,” and so on.? And these five conclusions—all of them
affirmations—form the basis of a number of the arguments
Thomas later uses to show that God has the attributes
traditionally assigned to him by the Christian tradition, both east
and west.

The very first question following the arguments for God’s
existence is a perfect illustration of Thomas’s practice and
strategy. Beginning his consideration of God with an investigation
into God’s simplicity, Thomas has to consider whether God has
‘parts,” a multiplicity of elements out of which he might be
composed. The first item to be considered is whether God is a
body, a material reality, and Thomas wastes no time in providing
his determined answer to the question: “Without any quali-

221 made a case for this view in my “Why Five Ways?,” in Religions and the Virtue of
Religion: Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association, vol. 65
(Washington, D.C.: The American Catholic Philosophical Association, 1992), 107-21.

B STh1, q. 2, a. 3. See also Cajetan’s commentary ad locum, where he claims that the five
ways arrive at five distinct predicates, each of which is proper ro God.
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fication whatsoever, God is not a body.”** Yet this negation,
stated at the very outset of his response, is in fact the conclusion
of three arguments that Thomas rehearses in the body of his
response, and in each argument one of the premises used to
support the conclusion is itself the affirmative conclusion of one
of the five ways for proving God’s existence—more precisely,
from the first, third, and fourth ways. Hence, for instance, God
cannot be a body because all bodies, when they move other
things, are moved movers, and God had been demonstrated in the
‘first way’ to be the prime mover, unmoved by anything.

Neither can God be a being consisting of matter and form,
because God’s having any matter at all, even in addition to form,
entails his being in potency, something ruled out by the
conclusion of the ‘third way.”” Nor can God be a composite of
both matter and form, because that contradicts his being the first
good and best being, for which Thomas argued in the conclusion
to the ‘fourth way.” So what is left is that God is pure form, with
no admixture of matter, and the minor premise for this argument,
it perhaps comes as no surprise, is the conclusion of another of
the five ways, in this case the second, claiming that God is the
absolutely first efficient cause.

Thomas continues his investigation into God’s simplicity with
other combinations of both negations based upon the affirmations
in the five ways and new affirmations based derivatively upon the
conclusions of the five ways. Eventually he claims that God is
utterly simple, which then allows him to claim that God is perfect
or all complete (q. 4), and, because things are called ‘good’ to the
extent that they are complete, to claim that God is most good of
all (qq. 5-6). And when he then turns to address God’s infinity or
not-being-bounded, Thomas bases his contention that God is
infinite by referring his reader to the prior affirmations of God’s
being the most formal (q. 4, a. 1) self-subsisting being (g. 3, a. 4).
Having successfully shown that God is infinite he is then able
claim that God is present to all things, once again based on an
affirmation (q. 4, a. 1) that itself was the conclusion of one of the
five ways. Discussions of God’s immutability, eternity, and unity

B8Th 1, q. 3, a. 1: “Dicendum quod absolute Deum non esse corpus.” ‘
BSTh1, q.3,a 2.
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then follow in questions 9-11, all of them weaving together as
premises in argument the various conclusions that have been
garnered from the preceding questions. And with all of this
consideration of how God is iz se in tow, Thomas in question 12
considers how God is “in our knowledge” (in cognitione nostra),
turning only then in the famous question 13 to a formal, official
consideration of the divine names. But the predication of divine
names does not cease there, for in subsequent questions Thomas
serially addresses God’s knowledge (qq. 14-18), from which
follows God’s will (q. 19), and from God’s will follow love (q.
20), justice, and mercy (q. 21), providence and predestination
(qq. 22-23), with omnipotence (q. 25) following from both God’s
knowledge and will, and blessedness (q. 26), finally, being the
fruit of the divine essence.

I11. REASONING ABOUT GOD

This cascade of argumentation suggests that naming God is not
a discrete event, as when we say “God is good” in a single
sentence, and stop. Rather, it hints that names predicated of God
in single phrases or sentences are, in reality, the result of a process
of our mind, by which it moves from one item, known through
human experience or from God’s self-revelation,” expressed in
notions garnered from human experience,”” to another item with
which it is directly related. In short, we are reasoning about God,
and the success of the whole process underlies each of our
predications as its foundation. Thus we cannot let the seemingly
self-contained character of our predications about od lure us
into thinking that our accomplishment lies in using correct
theological grammar. And this is especially true of our negations,
if the foregoing holds. The apophatic utterance “God is incom-
prehensible” sounds right to Christian ears, but it implicitly calls

% See STh 1, q. 1, a. 7, ad 2: “Dicendum quod licet de Deo non possimus scire quid est,
utimur tamen eius effectu, in hac doctrina, vel naturae vel gratiae, loco definitionis, ad ea
quae de Deo in hac doctrina considerantur” (emphasis added).

¥ See In Boet. de Trin., q. 6, a. 3: “Unde quamvis per revelationem elevemur ad aliquid
cognoscendum, quod alias esset nobis ignotum, non tamen ad hoc quod alio modo
cognoscamus nisi per sensibilia.” This is also why Thomas says that sacred Scripture must vse
visual images and metaphors. See STh 1, q. 1, a. 9; In Boet. de Trin., q. 2, 1. 4.
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for a warrant, a justification that details what it is about God that
precludes comprehensibility. And the warrant we provide for that
will likely have its own warrant, and so on. So while our
reasoning about God appears never ending, and while it is true
that even our best knowledge and speech of God comes up
short,”® the detection of apophatic theology’s cataphatic depen-
dencies may be a small but genuine accomplishment, for it helps
to clarify one of the systematician’s many tasks: precisely in order
to express ‘what-God-is-not’ the systematician must try to detail
‘what-God-is’, even if the endeavor forever proves humbling.

2T hope that my emphasis upon affirmation will not be taken to indicate that I believe the
systematician capable of knowing God in such a way that “nothing is hidden from view.” See
$Th 1, qq. 12-13, passim, for Thomas’s many epistemological genuflections in the presence
of God’s supereminence (for more on Thomas’s confident use of pseudo-Dionysius’s ways
of causality, negation, and eminence, and his creative ordering of the Dionysian ways, see
Michael Ewbank’s article [above, n. 6]). The very fact that we must use multiform language
to speak of God indicates that our knowledge is a far cry from representing God as he is, who
is “altogether one and simple” (STh I, q. 13, a. 12), while by constitution our language is not
altogether one and simple. Even the affirmative name we use of God shows its distance from
the God it attempts to attain; we need to name him via an abstract name (e.g., goodness,
truth, justice), in order to indicate that he does not enter into the composition of other things.
But no sooner do we do that than we realize that abstract names in our experience cover the
domain of things that don’t subsist or have separate existence! So we are then compelled to
name God with a concrete name (e.g., good, true, just) in order to insist that he does, indeed,
enjoy a separate existence. But existing things in our experience that are good, true, and just
are composed of many elements, are not essentially good, true, and just, and can therefore
cease to be thus—something Christians could not tolerate in the case of God! Marana tha!
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I. INTRODUCTION

Being, in its hierarchical stages and degrees of interiority (existence, life,
feeling, thinking, and loving) simply cannot be anything but a trace, an image,
of eternal, triune Being; and the more vibrant, communicative, and fruitful it
is, the more clearly it manifests this relation.’

In the October 1995 issue of The Thomist, James J. Buckley
raises some questions concerning Hans Urs von Balthasar’s use of
the theology of Thomas Aquinas. He notes that von Balthasar
brings to light features in Aquinas that many Thomists have not
sufficiently understood or developed, and he calls for a
“dialogue” between the two.> He questions what form such a
dialogue should take, in light of the fact that von Balthasar
published no systematic treatment of Aquinas. However, in a
footnote Buckley raises the possibility, drawing from a clue in von
Balthasar’s My Work in Retrospect, that von Balthasar might have
tried to develop such a form using the Distinctio realis as the
starting point.’ Indeed, in The Glory of the Lord von Balthasar
calls the real distinction Thomas’s “major creative achievement.”

! Hans Urs Von Balthasar, Theo-Drama, vol. 3: The Dramatis Personae: The Person in
Christ, trans. Graham Harrison (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1992), 325. Hereafter TD 3.

2 James J. Buckley, “Balthasar’s Use of the Theology of Aquinas,” The Thomist 59 (1995):
517-45; see especially 518, 520.

3 Ibid., 521 n. 4.

“Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory of the Lord, vol. 4: The Realm of Metaphysics in
Antiguity, trans. Brian McNeil, C.R.V., et al., ed. John Riches (San Francisco: Ignatius Press,
1989), 393. Hereafter GL 4. See also Buckley, “Balthasar’s Use of Aquinas,” 527-28.
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I would like to suggest that a starting point for evaluating von
Balthasar’s use of Thomas should be the real distinction, as the
former transposed it into his theory of analogy.’ This theory,
which has repercussions for both the philosophical and the
theological realms, is a fundamental feature of his theology, and
it could be the best way for Thomists to approach von Balthasar,
in that its vocabulary is familiar, while its development is
innovative. An understanding of his presentation of analogy
introduces the reader to von Balthasar’s larger theological aims,
which are often difficult to grasp when approaching his enormous
corpus. At the very least, it provides a point of departure for
further dialogue between followers of Thomas and disciples of
von Balthasar. This essay will focus on von Balthasar’s theological
development of analogy, in order to serve as an invitation for
further thought on the part of Thomists.

Throughout his enormous body of work, von Balthasar
repeatedly makes reference (often implicitly) to the analogy
between finite and infinite being. His use of this metaphysical
doctrine could be interpreted as implying a certain removal from
the concrete realities of faith. Yet, as the opening quotation shows
and as I intend to demonstrate in more detail, the concept is not
an abstract principle but rather one that entails existential
experience as the image of the Trinitarian life. Most puzzling to
many readers is the claim that the otherness between the
Trinitarian Persons is the most fundamental otherness which
founds all other distances, even the distance between God and
creation. For von Balthasar, however, only this radical claim can
make sense of the unity and multiplicity of being, without falling
into either univocity and pantheism on the one hand or pious
agnosticism on the other; the analogy of being is possible only
through the Trinitarian features of unity and distance, which
provide the basis for the analogous relations of similarity and
dissimilarity. The Christocentric way to this conclusion leads
through the revelation of God’s glory (explored in theological
aesthetics) and the dramatic action of the Trinity, concluding with
important applications to our contemplative life in Christ.

3 Von Balthasar followed Erich Przywara’s union of the doctrine of the real distinction
with that of the analogy of being.
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Von Balthasar does not devote a separate work solely to
analogy, but in a brief section in Theo-Drama 3 entitled
“*Analogia Entis’ in Christology” he summarizes the philosophical
distinctions made between various kinds of analogy® and focuses
on analogy’s fundamental importance: “However analogia entis
may be defined in philosophical detail, it means that the terms
employed cannot be traced back to a generic concept.” He then
enumerates the criteria of the Fourth Lateran Council regarding
the subject. In 12135, this council, in combating Joachim of Fiore,
stated, “For between Creator and creature no similitude can be
expressed without implying a greater dissimilitude.”® Von
Balthasar’s use of analogy indicates a rejection of “a generic
concept,” or, in Lateran terminology, he rejects the abolishment
of the “greater dissimilarity.” The council’s document provides an
example of the appropriate use of analogy when it quotes Jesus’s
prayer “that they may be one in us as we also are one” (John
17:22), commenting, “The word ‘one’ as applied to the disciples
is to be taken in the sense of a union of charity in grace, but in the
case of the divine persons in the sense of a unity of identity in
nature.”” Thus, the word “one” indicates a similarity between the
“one” of the Trinity and the “one” of the disciples, but with a
greater dissimilarity.'® Von Balthasar summarizes the criteria of
the council as follows: analogy must be universally applicable,
meaning that it must not be limited to any abstract structure of
“pure nature” but must include the supernatural elevation of the
creature by grace, as the council’s example demonstrates. It must,
therefore, apply to the “highest union between divine and created

®SeeTD 3,221 n. 52, in which von Balthasar distinguishes analogia attributionis, analogia
proportionis, and analogia proportionalitatis, rejecting the second but retaining the first and
last in their respective situations. Cf. Georges de Schrijver, Le merveilleux accord de ’homme
et de Dieu: Etude de I'analogie de Vétre chez Hans Urs von Balthasar (Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 1983), 52-57.

"TD 3, 221.

8 J. Neuner, S.J., and J. Dupuis, S.]., eds., The Christian Faith (New York: Alba House,
1982), 109.

? Ibid., 108.

9 See TD 3, 525: “The trace, the image of this primal Life is hard to see in the realm of
naked creatureliness. Dissimilarity predominates, for even the highest creature lacks the most
divine attribute; it lacks self-subsistence.” We will see later how central this appropriation of
the Thomistic “real distinction” is for von Balthasar.
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being, in the God-man himself,”’" meaning that the application
of analogy must be able to make sense of Christ. To understand
analogy, we must be able to see it in the light of theology as a
whole.

Let us start where von Balthasar starts, with contemplation of
form, or beauty, manifested in God’s revelation. In this light,
analogy between man and God is necessary for God’s revelation
to be comprehensible to man.'* Moving from aesthetics to
dramatics, the “dramatic” content of analogy centers on the
relationship of finite and infinite freedom, which involves the
economic activity of the Trinity. Here, the distinction between the
infinite God and the finite world is revealed as “the fundamental
mystery. It grounds everything that comes after [i.e., the
relationship of these two worlds], while not being deducible from
anything.”" As the possibility for any theological thought and
even for any relationship to the Creator, analogy must be
understood as the precondition for revelation and redemption.

But does not this statement elevate an abstract philosophical
principle above God’s personal and salvific revelation? More
precisely: does not “the analogy of being” subsume even God
under a metaphysical process, thus making him subject to a higher
principle and reducing his mystery to a simple formula? To
answer these questions, we must view the whole pattern of von
Balthasar’s thought and weave together the different threads of
his theory of analogy, utilizing his “theological aesthetics” and
“theological dramatics,” as well as some other writings selected
from his body of work.'*

This task demands a Christocentric approach. Even more, we
must ultimately retrace theological meaning to its Trinitarian
ground. As von Balthasar says, “Theological proof must go even

17D 3, 221.

2 GL 4, 14.

3 Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama, vol. 2: The Dramatis Personae: Man in God,
trans. Graham Harrison (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1990), 119, Hereafter TD 2.

* A complete treatment of this topic would necessitate incorporating the Theo-Logik as
well, in addition to his works on Maximus the Confessor, Gregory of Nyssa, and Erich
Przywara. Yet in order to set some (fairly artificial) limits to a topic that is je-mebr, I have
chosen to focus on the theological aesthetics and dramatics for the purposes of this essay,
reserving the theo-logic for a future work.
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farther back [than economic Christology], to the eternal
generation of the Son.”"® The Trinity, as the ground of being,
remains the model and basis for the development of unified
theological thought, if theology’s form is to be faithful to its
content, that is, the economic revelation of the immanent Trinity.
“The model of union is established by God. . . . The unity is
God’s trinitarian, salvific decision, which manifests itself as the
‘mystery’ of the Son in the unifying power of the Spirit.”*¢ Only
the doctrine of the Trinity (as revealed through Christ) can unify
into one tapestry the many strands of theological categories.
Accordingly, our approach will be to explore von Balthasar’s
conception of analogy in light of its Christological and
Trinitarian aspects, in order to determine its place within his
theology as a whole.

I1. REVELATION OF CHRIST: AESTHETICS

Let us begin, not with The Glory of the Lord, but with Von
Balthasar’s The Theology of Karl Barth, which introduces the topic
of analogy from the perspective of its formal contribution to
revelation. Barth’s influence on von Balthasar is considerable,
entailing “the vision of a comprehensive biblical theology,
combined with the urgent invitation to engage in a dogmatically
serious ecumenical dialogue.”"” A fruit of this dialogue is his book
on Barth, which tries to be an example of the Church’s “dialogue
with the thought of the age—of every age,” in this case “going
back explicitly to the point of departure in Idealism.”'® Von
Balthasar confronts Barth’s contention that Catholicism
emphasizes “an overarching systematic principle that is merely an
abstract statement about the analogy of being and not a frank
assertion that Christ is the Lord.”” As a Christocentric

STD 2, 126.

16 Ibid., 128.

'7 Hans Urs von Balthasar, My Work: In Retrospect {San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1993),
89-90.

18 Ibid., 40, 42.

¥ Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, trans. Edward T. Oakes, S.J. (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1992), 37. Hereafter TKB.
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theologian, von Balthasar is sympathetic to Barth’s concerns, even
while disagreeing with the latter’s presentation of the analogy of
being.*

The question in this book centers around the relationship of
nature and grace, and it is in this context that the Christological
significance arises. For how else is the relationship between
creature and Creator understood and mediated except by and
through Christ? Barth’s early work contends that this relationship
is taken over by the abstract terminology of analogia entis,
reducing the concrete Christological center of faith to Scholastic
wordplay.?! The issue at hand is a formal one which provides a
structural point of contention that underlies all material
difficulties between Catholicism and Protestantism.””> The
controversy centers around the form of God’s revealing act, and
accordingly around Christ as the perfect revelation of God.

Von Balthasar recognizes that Christ cannot be squeezed into
any independent formal structure: “He himself as this concrete,
unique, personal and free being, simply is his own form.”” And
if he is a unique form, then “the form of his revelation and the
form of the creation that has emerged from him and from whom
it takes its being”** must depend on this unique form of Christ.
Thus, as we saw above, “the problem of analogy in theology must
finally be a problem of christology.””

Since this question involves the form of Christ’s revelation, let
us now turn to the realm of aesthetics, which provides the tools
necessary to understand the appearance of the form.

0 TKB presents an elaboration of von Balthasar’s thought on nature as oriented towards
supernature from its creation, as well as his treatment of the relation between nature and
grace. These questions, while relevant to von Balthasar’s conception of analogy, cannot be
directly addressed here because of the limits of this essay.

2 Yon Balthasar does show that Barth’s later writing on the analogia fidei overcomes his
earlier opposition to a principle of analogy. See TKB 163-66, 382-85.

2 Ibid., 47-48.

3 Ibid., 5.

2 Ibid.

= Thid.
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“Theological aesthetics has as its object primarily the
perception of the divine self-manifestation.”*® Such a statement is
rooted in an understanding of man’s nonabsolute character; it
implies a distinction between God as revealing and man as
receiving the divine revelation. Utlizing Thomas’s “real
distinction,” von Balthasar emphasizes man’s contingency, man’s
possession of being ab alio, not as the fullness of being. As
nonabsolute, man “is not a speaker, but an expression governed
by the laws of beauty.””’ As the expression (the “image”) of God,
man is form and understands being through form.

The revelation of God must, therefore, have a form if man is
to comprehend it. This form is introduced in the covenant of the
Old Testament, but it is only completed by the supreme form of
God’s revelation, which is Christ: “Jesus is the Word, the Image,
the Expression, and the Exegesis of God. . . . He is what he
expresses.”® Yet, Christ was not sent to bear witness to himself
but to his Father: “he is not whom he expresses—namely, the
Father.”?” Elsewhere von Balthasar states, “The Father is ground,
the Son is manifestation. The Father is content, the Son form.”*°

This manifestation of the Father takes place not in some
abstract, formless realm but in the concreteness of being, since
God himself is concrete Being. “God is not a particular existent;
rather, he reveals himself out of and within the depths of Being,
which in its totality points to God as to its ground.”' If creation
is a manifestation of the Creator, “it follows that this mani-
festation takes its form from the form of the world itself. It is the
Being of things—and not something alongside or behind it—

26 Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory of the Lord, vol. 1: Seeing the Form, trans. Brian
McNeill, C.R.V., et al., ed. John Riches (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1989), 13. Hereafter
GL 1.

¥ 1bid., 22.

% 1hid., 29.

2 Tbid.

30 Ibid., 611. See Michael Waldstein’s summary of “the roots of beauty in the Trinity”:
beauty is “founded on the movement of expression from interior to exterior,” which images
(analogously) the Son’s expression of the Father (Michael Waldstein, “An Introduction to von
Balthasar’s The Glory of the Lord,” Communio 14 [1987]: 22).

31 GL 1, 244-45.
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which is the revelation of God’s eternal and omnipotent Being.”*?

Thus, Christ’s revelation is not something external to the Being
of the world, but something that takes place within the world’s
form, which follows from the hypostatic union: if God becomes
man, then Absolute Being enters into created, contingent being
and becomes visible. Moreover, the form of revelation is
inseparably joined to the source: “the form of revelation does not
present itself as an independent image of God, standing over
against what is imaged, but as a unique, hypostatic union between
archetype and image.”*?

Therefore, insofar as the Word becomes incarnate (i.e., enters
history), revelation takes a historical form. “This historicity must
be expressly understood and explained as analogy.”* Why?
Because the unique event of the Incarnation is not merely
historical (and thus subsumed by history) but both historical and
transhistorical. The form of Christ as analogy encompasses
history while dwelling within it: “God’s actual revelation enters
into this history, and it announces its own transhistoricality and
becomes the judge and measure of all worldly history only by
becoming a real part of that worldly history.”**

The Incarnation’s historicity, then, does not preclude the
activity of Christ’s divinity. In fact, “the proper and most intimate
form-quality of Christ’s revelation comes to light only in Christ’s
divinity, that is to say, in the relation in him between the two
natures.”*® The hypostatic union is not only the possibility of
revelation—by providing a connection between God and
man—but itself the actual form of revelation.””

This revelation calls for a response in man, one which von
Balthasar describes as “Christian attunement” to God. Citing
Thomas, he says, “what is involved here is an attunement to

32 1bid., 430.

3 Ibid., 432.

34 TKB, 368.

3 Ibid.

*GL 1,432,

7 Von Balthasar was greatly influenced by Maximus the Confessor’s Christocentric and
Trinitarian reflection on the Chalcedonian formulas. See the summary provided by Cyril
O’Regan, “Von Balthasar and Thick Retrieval: Post-Chalcedonian Symphonic Theology,”
Gregorianum 77 (1996): 227-60.
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Being as a whole.”*® The creature is oriented to God, as the Fount
of Being, not with a vague, “objectless . . . disposition” but
“rather [with] a deliberate attunement of self to the accord
existing between Christ and his mandate from the Father, in the
context of salvation-history’s assent, which the Holy Spirit #s in
Christ and effects in him.”” Man allows himself to be caught up
in the inner-Trinitarian life when he is formed in the form of
Christ’s accord with the Father.

Christ’s “mandate” from the Father is placed within the
context of “the Christological movement,” namely, Christ’s
descent from and his return to the Father in the Spirit. Christ’s
experience of God involves an experience of the human, crea-
turely distance from God, which is “an expression and function
of his Trinitarian experience,” since it depends on the distance
between the Son and the Father.** We will explore this
connection in greater detail when we turn to the Theo-Drama.
For now, it is important to note that this experience of the Father
is given to man to experience for himself (within the context of
theological aesthetics), as an attunement to the dynamic character
of Christ’s form.*!

Now the Christological basis for the analogy of being is
clearer: only Christ, as both divine Son and man, can express
absolute Being within a worldly form.** Only Christ is the
“measure” between God and man,* the “hypostatic union
between archetype and image.”** Here von Balthasar’s affinity to
Barth’s Christological thought is reinforced, by locating the
formal principle of all theology—indeed, of the entire relation

¥ GL 1, 244.

% Ibid., 253.

* 1bid., 328.

“11bid., 331.

2 Ibid., 458.

® Ibid., 472. Schrijver compares the idea of the measure of God’s revelation to the
measure of the creature’s elevation by grace; the latter, through the loving obedience
prompted by grace, can be elevated to the measure and proportion of God’s measure
(Schrijver, Le merveilleux accord, 62).

“GL 1,432
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between God and man**—in Christ alone. But von Balthasar is
quick to stress the ontological and analogical implications of his
Christocentrism: “the event [of revelation] itself possesses Being
and presupposes Being.”*® The appearance of revelation pre-
supposes some similarity between created being and God’s Being,
or else revelation could not be seen or even occur at all. This
relation of similarity is taken up in Christ.

If the hypostatic unicn is the form of the relation of God and
creature (Christ-as-analogy), and also the form of the revelation
of the Trinity, then the hypostatic union provides an “entry” for
the creature into the Trinitarian relations. For, as the relation
between the Father and the incarnate Son is the basis of the
Incarnation,”” so also the Trinity becomes the basis for the
analogy between God and man, of which the Son’s incarnate
body “is and remains the point of union.””® “The relation
between God and creature in this way comes to participate in the
natural indissolubility of the love between the Father and the Son
in the Holy Spirit.”*

The relation between God and creature, then, is caught up
through the Incarnation into the inner-Trinitarian relations. The
analogy between the two relations is made possible by the unity
and difference within the Trinity. “The otherness of creatures is
essentially justified by the otherness that exists within the identity
of God himself.”*°

Von Balthasar continues to explain that creation derives its
existence from the freedom of God, so that the world is thereby
not necessary in itself, yet it is justified in its existence as an
expression of the love between the Trinitarian Persons. The

% “He takes the creature’s measure with the yardstick of divinity and with it he also
measures, not actually his eternal Godhead, but rather his eternal relation to man and to the
world” (ibid., 474).

* Ibid., 473.

47 1bid., 436-37.

*8 Ibid., 433.

* Ibid., 480.

%0 Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory of the Lord, vol. S: The Realm of Metaphysics in the
Modern Age, trans, Brian McNeil, C.R.V., et al., ed. John Riches (San Francisco: Ignatius
Press, 1989), 506. Hereafter GL 5.
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introduction of freedom provides a transition into theological
dramatics.

III. REVELATION OF CHRIST: DRAMATICS

In the first volume of his Theo-Drama (“The Prolegomena”),
von Balthasar summarizes his trilogy by describing theological
aesthetics as “Theo-phany,” theological dramatics as “Theo-
praxy,” and theological logic as “Theo-logy.” The second -cate-
gory, theo-drama, prevents the other two disciplines from
becoming purely static.’’ Theo-drama is “fundamentally the event
of God becoming man and his action on the world’s behalf.”**

But what does this have to do with our exploration of
analogy? Theo-dramatics is the realm of the expression of
revelation’s material content, the form of which is expressed in
theological aesthetics. “For God’s revelation is not an object to be
looked at: it is his action in and upon the world.”** Revelation
itself is dramatic, not merely aesthetic, as is its theological
exploration, which must take into account the dramatic tensions
inherent in revelation.’* Von Balthasar insists on the living,
dramatic characteristic of the God-man relationship, as expressed
in the dynamism of Christ-the-measure’s relation to the Father as
Son and to the world as man.

The Son of God did not become man solely to represent and to be the
definitive analogy between God and the creature in general terms. His mission
was more concrete than that: he took on the form of the concrete analogy
between the God of wrath and grace and between the creature both
condemned and redeemed.**

The dramatic activity of redemption, then, is encompassed by
Christ’s analogical character and, as will be shown, by the

31 Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama, vol. 1: Prolegomena, trans. Graham Harrison
(San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1988), 15-16. Hereafter TD 1.

52 Ibid., 112.

$ Ibid., 15.

54 1bid., 125-28.

% TKB, 376.
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dramatic realm of the inner-Trinitarian relationships.’® Now
analogy takes on a deeper significance: it is the relation between
the dramatic action within the Godhead and the drama of man on
earth (hence the constant references to the “world theater”).”’
Nor is the relation simply static, removed from the dramatic
content of its two poles; rather, analogy itself takes on a dynamic
character that becomes salvific.

Since it is founded on the mystery of Christ’s relations to the
Father and to the world, while dependent on God the director
who “cannot be defined,” the “distinctively dramatic quality of
theo-drama” cannot be defined with finality.’® “Here, basically,
theatre is the self-actualizing analogy between creation and
redemption; the analogy is discovered and beheld in the full
seriousness of truth made manifest but keeps an awareness of the
fluidity of meanings.”’ Theology, then, is “full of dramatic
tension, both in form and content.”* A theology of analogy can
be expressed dramatically, because it also embodies these tensions
and dialectic.®’

Underlying all theo-drama is the free activity of the characters:
“If there is to be Theo-drama, the first presupposition is that,
‘beside’ or ‘within’ the absolute, divine freedom, there is some
other, nondivine freedom.”® A second presupposition is that
“God has given this play of freedoms a central meaning called

3¢ am endebted to Professor Margaret Turek at the University of Dallas for much of what
follows concerning the dramatic activity of the inner-Trinitarian relationships.

57 “The analogy between God’s action and the world drama is no mere metaphor but has
an ontological ground: the two dramas are not wholly unconnected; there is an inner link
between them” (TD 1, 19).

#TD 2, 53.

¥ TD 1, 117.

 Ibid., 128

¢! This appreciation of “dynamism” and “oscillation” is due in part to Erich Przywara’s
theory of analogy. James Zeitz comments, “Analogy for Przywara is a way of typifying this
relation of opposite tendencies and tensions. Balthasar accepts this view of analogy and
therefore when he characterizes Przywara’s work, he describes its ‘opposite tendencies,’ its
balance of an ‘irrational and unsystematizable element,” with the systematic elements of a
philosophical system” (James Zeitz, “Przywara and von Balthasar on Analogy,” The Thomist
52 [1988]: 477).

271D 2, 62.
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Jesus Christ.”®* Already we can see that Christ as the central form
of theological aesthetics is presupposed by theo-drama, and his
central meaning as analogy of being incorporates an analogy of
freedom as well. Indeed, “the relationship between uncreated and
created freedom . . . is the concrete thrust of the ‘analogia
entis’.”® Thus, analogia entis must be made concrete in an
analogy of freedom, just as Christ concretizes analogy by his
salvific activity.

The positing of freedom in Christ, however, immediately
returns us to the realm of Trinitarian theology, just as the positing
of measure in Christ took us back to Trinitarian questions of
otherness and unity. Von Balthasar asserts that the form of Christ
“points to the source of all true freedom: the Son’s readiness to
perform the Father’s will.”®* By looking at the form of Christ’s
freedom, the Christian sees the fundamental dramatic “attitude”
that his own finite freedom must take: obedience to the Father.*
Thus, the analogy revealed in Christ takes on a Trinitarian,
obedient character; as we will see, it has moral as well as
metaphysical importance.®’

Let us now examine the “two pillars of freedom™® (viz.,
created and divine) encompassed by the form of Christ and
examine them theo-dramatically. The theological aesthetics has
already shown some metaphysical aspects of the Persons within
the Trinity, namely, the Father as ground and the Son as image.*’
This “static” conception can now be extended by a dramatic
description. First, the foundation for metaphysical otherness
(“dissimilarity”) will be examined through the revelation of

2968

 Ibid., 63.

* 1bid., 123.

¢ Ibid., 86. See also his commentary on Maximus the Confessor in the Theo-Drama: “the
entire theo-drama has its center in the two wills of Christ, the infinite, divine will and the
finite, human will” (ibid., 201). This point emphasizes the central role of freedom in
theo-drama.

¢ Ibid., 87. See also ibid., 85.

¢’ Von Balthasar quotes Erich Przywara: “The natural relationship between creature and
Creator [appears] in the supernatural trinitarian One” (Erich Przywara, “Reichweite,”
Scholastik [1940]: 3391.; quoted in TBK, 328).

“TD2,207-13.

% GL 1, 611.
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Christ, especially that of the Cross; next, the basis for unity
(“similarity”) will be explored. Finally, the implications for
Christian life that follow from von Balthasar’s concept of analogy
will be explored.

For man to have true freedom, he must be allotted a “space”
in which he can exercise that freedom, an “area” that will allow
him to be himself, that is, “other” than his fellow creatures and
also “other” than God. But this distance from God cannot
become a dualism, or else man could not receive or comprehend
God’s revelation.”® In addition, any distance from God with no
mediating unity would be impossible in light of the Christian
revelation of Christ as the central point of union between God
and man, in whom all things were created. How can finite
freedom exist vis-a-vis infinite freedom? More to the point for
our explorations, what provides the ultimate foundation for a
distance between Creator and creature that can still be overcome
in unity?

The answer must be found in Christ, as the central form of
creation. Indeed, von Balthasar finds the creature’s basic meaning
in the Son’s relationship to the Father: as the Son is “Other” to
the Father, so the creature is (analogously) “other” to the Creator.
Naming the Son as the basis of all separation does not identify the
Son with any innerworldly separation but rather maintains him
as both the presupposition and the surpassing of all otherness.
Thus, worldly separation is analogously, not univocally,
equivalent to the Son’s separation from the Father.”' Only in the
Trinitarian “area that has been made available” by the Other-ness
of the Son to the Father can the “whole intramundane drama” be
found: “in and through the ‘dia-logos’ between the Father and the
incarnate Son in the unity of the Spirit, the world—which is
created free—is allotted its space where the Son is (for he is its
prototype, fashioner, and goal: Col 1:14-16).”"*

How can the mystery of the inner-Trinitarian relations be
approached? Again, Christ’s revelation provides the way. The

TD 2, 119.

7t Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama, vol. 4: The Action, trans. Graham Harrison (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1994), 325. Hereafter TD 4.

72 1bid., 87-88.
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person of Christ provides accessibility to the Trinity, because the
“theological persons cannot be defined in isolation from their
dramatic action,”” especially the final revelation of the Cross as
showing forth the kenotic love of the Trinitarian Persons.
Reflecting on the paschal mystery, von Balthasar observes, “The
decisive revelation of the mystery of the Trinity is not . . .
something which precedes the Mysterium Paschale itself.””*

The revelation of the Cross first of all testifies to the mystery
of the divine “Other in the Not-Other,”” for “it is only from the
Cross and in the context of the Son’s foresakenness that the
latter’s distance from the Father is fully revealed.””® The cry of
abandonment on the cross and the Son’s mission to the dead on
Holy Saturday point to the distance between the Father and Son
that underlies the abandonment, a distance that Christ honors by
his kenotic obedience to the Father, emptying himself to do the
Father’s will in all things.

This distance is established by the Father’s “initial ‘kenosis’”
within the Trinity, by which he empties himself of his divinity
and hands it over to the Son. The term “kenosis™ is not meant to
be interpreted in a patripassianist sense, but as dramatic
dynamism: The Father “is this movement of self-giving that holds
nothing back.”” In the freedom of his love, he establishes the Son
as Other, who in turn receives the divinity of the Father and
responds with his filial kenosis, returning his entire self to the
Father. This mutual recognition of an-Other, establishing a
“distance” between Father and Son, grounds all other possibilities
of otherness, including, as we will see, the otherness of sin.

TD 3, 508.

74 Hans Urs von Balthasar, Mysterium Paschale (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1990), 212.

7S TD 2, 194; TD 4, 319, 324. Von Bathasar borrows the term “Not-Other” from
Nicholas of Cusa.

7 TD 4, 320.

77 Ibid., 323. Of course, the “initial” character of the Father’s kenosis is not to be
understood in a temporal fashion; rather, it signifies the character of the Father as origin and
ground. On the question of the “pain of God” (understood analogously) and God’s
immutability, see G. F. O’Hanlon, S.]., The Immutability of God in the Theology of Hans Urs
von Balthasar (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1990), esp. 69-73, 76-78, 114.
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The divine act that brings forth the Son, that is, the second way of participating
in (and of being) the identical Godhead, involves the positing of an absolute,
infinite “distance” that can contain and embrace all other distances that are
possible within the world of finitude, including the distance of sin.”

The original kenosis of the Father and the kenosis of the Son
(imaging the Father) point to the reality of God as love.” God’s
immanent being is “constituted” by his eternal self-giving, which
pours itself out economically in the world’s creation and
redemption.’® This self-giving presupposes the real separation
between Father and Son, for the Father really gives himself to
an-Other Person, who is established in his own dignity, and the
Son responds by an imaging kenosis.?! This means that the union
of love between Father and Son relies on the interpersonal
distance, in that love presupposes an Other. Distance, then, is not
opposed to love but a necessary facet of it.** Love bridges the

distance without closing the gap, and this love is the third person
of the Godhead.

8 TD 4, 323. This passage points to von Balthasar’s thought that the inner-Trinitarian
distance is greater than that berween Creator and creature. While exploring this question
would fall outside the limits of this paper, it certainly points to the seriousness with which
von Balthasar takes the Lateran dictum of “ever-greater dissimilarity,” for even the separation
between God and man must be surpassed by its Trinitarian archetype. A greater distance
between God and creature would be susceptible to Barth’s objection that no formal structure
should be set above God (cf. TKB, 162), for such a construct would imply that God is
subsumed by a greater metaphysical principle (the Creator/creature distance), instead of
encompassing all distances within himself. Cf. TD 3, 530.

7 Cf. von Balthasar’s development of the promise of being-as-love (fulfilled in God)
within the framework of the child recognizing love in his mother’s smile, in GL 5, 615-19
(and other works as well).

8 TD 4, 323. On the archetypal role of Trinitarian self-giving and self-being, Bieler
comments: “[Being] is more proximately the likeness of the triune God, in that it reflects the
unity of the self-being (completum et simplex) and self-giving (sed non subsistens) of the three
Persons, as this is carried out in the sending of Jesus” (Martin Bieler, “Meta-anthropology and
Christology: On the Philosophy of Hans Urs von Balthasar,” trans. Thomas Caldwell, S.].,
Communio 20 [1993], 140).

817D 4, 331.

82 «The hypostatic modes of being constitute the greatest imaginable opposition one to
another (and thus no one of them can overtake any other), in order that they can mutually
interpenetrate in the most intimate manner conceivable” (ITD 2, 258). Here, von Balthasar
indicates a (nontemporal) priority to Otherness, but only for the purpose of unitive love.
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Proceeding from both, as their subsistent “We,” there breathes the “Spirit” who
is commeon to both: as the essence of love, he maintains the infinite difference
between them, seals it and, since he is the one Spirit of them both, bridges it.%

The “We” is more than unity: it is the identity of the kenosis
of the Father and the reception of his self-gift by the Son, a gift
which both perpetuates and unites the distance between Father
and Son. “Thus, within the distinction, the gift is not only the
presupposition of an unsurpassable love: it is also the realized
union of this love.”® The “We” of the Trinity is not exclusively
a statement of the unitive aspect of the Trinity but mysteriously
encompasses both Other-ness and Not-Other-ness.®* By analogy,
the unitive activity of the Spirit is necessary for the Christian life,
because the unity of the Spirit grounds the “similarity” of
analogy. Only through this similarity to God can man have any
understanding of revelation and any participation in the divine,
Trinitarian life.%

As loving kenosis, God is powerlessness and poverty, while
simultaneously power and the fullness of Being without limit.
These characteristics not only constitute but also ground God’s
economic activity: “This primal kenosis makes possible all other
kenotic movements of God into the world,” namely, creation,
covenant, and Incarnation.?” But if the source of Being and his
activity is so characterized, then created being must share
analogously in these traits: “God-given Being is both fullness and
poverty at the same time.”® Thus, a tension or oscillation
between poverty and fullness is established in the source of Being,
a tension imaged in finite being. This opens up the (kenotic)
“positive aspect” of analogy.

8TD 4, 324.

8 1bid., 326.

8 «[The Holy Spirit} is, as it were, their “We,” which is more than the sum of their ‘T’ and
“Thow™” (TD 3, 511).

8 “This unity of the Spirit is indispensable if the world is to be given an inner
participation in God’s sphere” (TD 2, 121).

81D 4, 331.

% GL 5, 626.
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Here, through the greater dissimilarity of the finite and the infinite existent,
the positive aspect of the analogia entis appears, which makes of the finite the
shadow, trace, likeness, and image of the Infinite . . . in such a way that the
finite, since it is subject, already constitutes itself as such through the letting-be
of Being by virtue of an ekstasis out of its own closed self, and therefore
through dispossession and poverty becomes capable of salvaging in recognition
and affirmation the infinite poverty of the fullness of Being and, within it, that
of the God who does not hold on to Himself.*

Such an oscillation between poverty and fullness, in the
kenosis of the source of being, opens a space for the dynamic
freedom of the creature. This dynamism can only be grounded in
“absolute freedom which sanctifies the oscillation as such.””
Once again, we see that the analogy of being, now enriched to
include a sense of oscillation between poles, encompasses an
analogy of freedom.

The question concerning the possibility of a finite freedom
vis-a-vis infinite freedom can now be answered. Within the
Trinity “otherness” is not a privation but the possibility for
kenotic, loving union: “the ‘not’ (‘the Son is not the Father’, and
so forth) possesses an infinitely positive sense.””’ From this
positive character, the creature’s freedom as “not God” is
dependent in the Son’s freedom as “not the Father,” and just as
the latter’s freedom is not absorbed by the Father, so the
creature’s freedom remains ontologically stable, as the pre-
condition for kenotic union.

Is the creature’s “not” the same as the Son’s “not™? Such a
univocity would paradoxically destroy the otherness between God
and creature at the very moment that it was asserted! At this
point, the analogy of being must be invoked, and von Balthasar
does so, explicitly linking the analogy of being (incorporating an
analogy of freedom) and Trinitarian theology.

The “not” which characterizes the creature—it is “not” God and cannot exist
of itself—is by no means identical with the “not” found within the Godhead.
However, the latter constitutes the deepest reason why the creaturely “not”
does not cause the analogy of being between creature and God to break down.

% Ibid., 627.
 Ibid., 630.
91TD 2, 261.
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The infinite distance between the world and God is grounded in the other,
prototypical distance between God and God.*

The hypostatic (inner-Trinitarian) distance not only makes the
creaturely distance possible; it also makes the latter good. If the
ground of the creature’s distinction from God is found in God
himself, then how can creaturely otherness be anything but
good?” In biblical terms, man is created “in God’s image” as “the
created mirroring of uncreated freedom.””*

The kenotic outpouring of being in God’s creative act, then,
establishes the creature in an analogous relationship to his
Creator. The analogy between God and man provides the latter,
as the image of God, with access to the unlimited Being of God.
At this point, von Balthasar calls upon Thomas’s “real dis-
tinction” between esse and essentia as the philosophical explana-
tion of the je-mebr of God towards the world: as a particular
entity, the creature cannot grasp the unlimited fullness of Being,
but he does have an analogous approach to it.” This approach
opens up the dynamic possibilities latent in the real distinction,
for man is called to move closer to the source of real being. As
Schrijver says, “Viewed in this manner, the notions of esse
(Dasein, étre-13) and essentia (Sosein, étre-tel) evoke the idea of a
dynamism.””®

This approach to Being cannot be initiated by some kind of
intellectual will-to-power, which examines Being only to control
it. Rather, the space between God and man remains open only to

*2 Ibid., 266.

% Tbid., 288. Cf. GL 1, 339: “nature . . . is good in its radical otherness to God.”

% TD 2, 397. Cf. TKB, 285: “this decision [to create the world] can only take the form
of the analogy of being, which is grounded in God’s very ‘essence’ itself. Created being must
be by definition created, dependent, relative, nondivine, but as something created it cannot
be utterly dissimilar to its Creator.”

% TD 2, 398. Bieler makes explicit the trinitarian roots of von Balthasar’s use of the real
distinction: “the theological notion of being (Sein) which Balthasar is using can be seen only
in a philosophy which recognizes the basis of the difference between Being (Sein) and that
which is (Seienden) in the trinitarian difference. For it is only the inner-trinitarian difference
that can throw light on the possibility of the difference between creator and creature (and
thus between being {Sein] and that which is [Seienden])” (Bieler, “Meta-anthropology and
Christology,” 135).

% Schrijver, Le merveilleux accord, 67.



552 ANGELA FRANZ

be filled by God’s revelation, ultimately in “the divine Son who
became man . . . ‘the concrete analogia entis.”™”’ The obedient
nature of creaturely distance from the je-mebr of God can only
derive “ultimately from the divine Son’s readiness to empty
himself in service and obedience to his Father,”® and so can be
fulfilled only in an imaging of the Son’s obedience.”

Thus the distinctions as such are obediently at the disposal of God’s revelation.
And they are so in so far as the highest distinction (between God and the Being
of the existent) is only the oscillation between the giver and the gift, whereby
gift signifies the being given (and being received) of the giver.!®

Thus, analogy implies a certain attitude on the part of the
creaturely pole of the relationship, a kenotic response to the
original kenosis of the Creator. The creation of finite freedom
vis-a-vis infinite freedom implies a “risk” on God’s part
(grounded in the Father’s “risk” in begetting an-Other infinite
freedom in the Person of the Son)'®! that finite freedom will rebel
against its ground.'” Indeed, the Fall is precisely this rebellion.
What meaning does the analogy of being have within the concrete
situation of man as fallen and redeemed?

IV. LIFE IN CHRIST: ANALOGY

Von Balthasar says that man’s sin signifies ontologically the
denial of man’s “character as analogy and image, a character that
arises necessarily from its position within the trinitarian

71D 2, 267.

% TBK, 287.

% Cf. Schrijver, Le merveilleux accord, 57: “The central preoccupation which dominates
all of his thought situates itself on the existential plane where the analogy of proportionality
... develops itself in a mystique of obedience (correspondence, Entsprechung).”

10 G 5, 631. The language of “oscillation” again evokes Przywara. In this context, the
hypostatic union is the concrete manifestation of the God-man oscillation, a key theme of
Przywara’s thought. Von Balthasar often treats the “oscillation” of the Son as “eucharistic,”
that is, as embodying the Son’s simultaneous receiving and giving back of being in
thanksgiving. Cf. TD 2, 268.

91TD 4,328,

192 See TD 2, 260-84.
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relations.”'” This concept should be clear from what we have
developed already, namely, that the space of creaturely freedom
is founded on distance from the Other, analogous to the
Trinitarian distance; man, as the image of the Son in Christ, lives
in a tension analogous to that of the hypostatic union.!® The
polarities operating within human nature between matter and
spirit, microcosm and macrocosm, man and woman, individual
and community, all point man beyond himself to find fulfillment
in God,'” a motion that highlights the fundamental tension in
being between fullness and poverty. When not distorted by sin,
this polarity becomes an analogy of the inner-Trinitarian relations
(as was shown above). But, as von Balthasar’s explication of
Pascal shows, polarity can become a paradox between grandeur
and misére that fixates on one pole of the analogy and thereby
leaves man homeless, oscillating between delusions to grandeur
and disordered despair.'*

Such a paradoxical situation arises as a result of sin, which is
possible only within the space of human freedom analogous to
the inner-Trinitarian distance.

We must remember that the creature’s No, its wanting to be autonomous
without acknowledging its origin, must be located within the Son’s
all-embracing Yes to the Father, in the Spirit; it is the refusal to participate in
the autonomy with which the Son is endowed. This negation, however, is
restriction.!?”’

Sin is a blindness to the proper relation between God and man,
expressed in the analogy of being, a relation that provides for
both similarity and dissimilarity. Sin tends to cling to one pole or

% TD 4, 328-29.

1% Dissimilarity still predominates in this analogy: “Every sign of similarity is always
canceled by a contrary sign of dissimilarity. In fact, this arises from the very nature of the
creature: ‘No living thing is one/Always it’s the many’” (TD 3, 525).

195 TD 2, 346-94. Of course, 1 do not mean to imply (nor does von Balthasar) that
“matter” and “spirit” are analogous to the human and the divine natures in Christ
respectively.

106 Ihid., 359, 400. Cf. GL 3, 188-205, von Balthasar’s analysis of Pascal.

Y7 TD 4, 329.
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the other, initiating a slide “hither and thither between
nothingness and infinity.”’®® Analogy becomes instability.

The only way, according to von Balthasar, to gain “a new
foothold, as it were, a concrete system of coordinates™® in this
unstable situation is to cling to Christ as the proof “that existence
in this tension is livable, in fact, that is the solution.”'!° Jesus
Christ, as the God-man, encompasses the tension in man by
standing “on both sides of the analogy,” so much so “that the
analogy goes right through the center of his consciousness.”'! The
incarnate Son returns the analogy to its source within the
Godhead by redeeming sinful man, and so becomes the concrete
form of Christian life, to be followed and imitated. The tensions
within man are not diminished but heightened''? as a function of
maintaining the “ever-greater dissimilarity” of the analogy.'"

Does redemption occur by Christ simply encompassing the
analogy of being in himself and thereby redeeming it? Yes, but his
redemptive activity does still more: it encompasses not merely the
metaphysical structure of the God-creature relationship but also
the “historical”* situation of the God-sinner relationship.

The concrete analogy of Christ takes the form of the Cross and
Resurrection. It is a “death in obedience to the Father” that takes
up the foresakenness of the sinner in the foresaking of Jesus by
the Father.!” The Paschal mystery, then, is the most complete
expression of the Christological movement of the Son. In theo-

1% TD 2, 406. Cf. Walker Percy’s description of “the lost self”: “With the passing of the
cosmological myths and the fading of Christianity as a guarantor of the identity of the self,
the self becomes dislocated . . . is both cut loose and imprisoned by its own freedom . . . so
that in the end the self becomes a space-bound ghost” (Walker Percy, Lost in the Cosmos
[New York: Washington Square Press, 1983}, 16-17). Percy asserts that the two poles of
man’s existence in a post-Christian/non-religious age become worldly “transcendence” and
“immanence,” with the result that man oscillates between “orbiting” the world in moments
of superior intellectual or artistic transcendence, and undergoing painful “reentry” into the
immanent world—in other words, living an unresolved paradox (ibid., 113-58).

197D 2, 406.

110 Thid.

1 1hid., 407.

112 Ibid., 411.

18 Gee ibid., 416.

" TKB, 368.

S TD 4, 501.



TRINITARIAN ANALOGIA ENTIS 555

dramatic terms, the kenosis of the Son vis-a-vis the Father entails
the realization of the Son’s infinite freedom in a “Eucharistic”
movement, because his freedom is fully expressed in his giving of
self to the Father and to the world in the Incarnation, which the
Eucharist expresses in a perpetual sacramental form.''®

The Christian is called to an imitatio Christi, by taking on the
Eucharistic form of Christ. Yet the Christian must always keep in
mind that this form is Christ’s, not one’s own to dispose of in any
way. “In tanta similitudine major dissimilitudo. The contrast cuts
across the similarity in such a way that the more the similarity
comes to the fore, the more profoundly does the contrast stamp
itself on the follower of Christ.”""” The life of Christian imitation
is a life of living out the analogy between God and man (which is
expressed most perfectly in Christ), paradoxically consisting in
imitation (the element of similarity) while realizing the inimita-
bility of the form (the ever-greater dissimilarity)."'® As we saw in
the section on theological aesthetics, this consists in “attunement”
to the form of Christ; now we can understand the dramatic
element of attuning one’s freedom to the kenotic obedience of the
Son. Such self-giving can only arise from the gift of grace, which
provides not the mere outward appearance of holiness (as in the
Lutheran conception of forensic justification) but rather a unity
of external and internal form: sanctity is a true participation in
Christ’s hypostatic union that ontologically transforms the
receptive believer into the form of Christ, the concrete analogy.'"’
“May we come to share in the divinity of Christ,” as the Church
prays in the Mass.'?® The analogy of being becomes more than a
philosophical datum; it becomes a call, a striving for the je-mehr
who is God—a way of life that becomes concretely, paradoxically
possible through grace.

16 Cf. TD 3, 527-28.

"7 Hans Urs von Balthasar, Explorations in Theology, vol. 2: Spouse of the Word, trans.
A.V. Littledale with Alexander Dru (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1991), 124. Hereafter ET.

18 Cf, TD 1, 89-112, 136-39 on the (Theo)dramatic theory of imitation.

19 ET 299,

120 «Throughout the history of Christology, the purpose and meaning of the Incarnation
of the Logos has been portrayed as the transcendent, inner elevation of the image: it is lifted
up into the primal, divine Image; or the latter is implanted into the former” (TD 3, 223).
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The life of the Christian as participating in the analogy who is
Christ points to the mission of the Christian, a philo-sopher in
the sense of a contemplative lover-of-wisdom.'?! The believer has
an understanding of being that, because of the “real distinction,”
emphasizes the contingency of created being while pointing to the
absolute love that creates.'** The Christian must make God’s love
visible by loving his neighbor.

His faith teaches him to see within the most seemingly unimportant
interpersonal relation the making present and the “sacrament” of the eternal
I-Thou relation which is the ground of the free Creation and again the reason
why God the Father yields His Son to the death of darkness for the salvation
of every Thou.'”

Thus, each relationship becomes the opportunity for making
concrete the divine pole of the analogy of being (the internal
Trinitarian relations): Christian charity takes the form of
sacramentalizing being through participation by grace in the
divine nature, taking up all human relations (by analogy!) into the
inner-Trinitarian relations. The Christian is called to be the living
analogy and expression of God. As Schrijver says, “In offering
himself in obedience . . . the Christian becomes the means of
expression and the language which God uses to proclaim his
kenosis of love.”'**

The Christian expression of analogy is imaged in the activity
of the lover of wisdom, who must live the analogy of truth.

Thus, just as one can grasp finite Being only in the tension between essence and
existence . . . so the truth too . . . will always be held in a tension in which the
essential and the existential truth are the poles that demand one another and
explain one another.?

21 This topic is discussed in several places by von Balthasar. Cf. “On the Tasks of Catholic
Philosophy in Our Time,” trans. Brian McNeil, C.R.V., Communio 20 (1993): 147-87; TKB,
199-219, 267-325, 391-96; the bulk of GL 4 and 5.

12 GL S, 646.

13 1bid., 649.

124 Schrijver, Le merveilleux accord, 72.

125 Von Balthasar, “On the Tasks,” 185.
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In other words, Christian reflection on Being must incorporate
the poles of the analogy of truth, just as Christian living must not
fasten onto one pole or the other but incorporate both, in
imitation of Christ. This entails “a new integration in which
Christians must lead the way, [the] integration of the service of
the world into the all-embracing openness of man to Being.”'*¢
Metaphysics, in other words, must work to integrate knowledge
of being with living in accord with the font of Being.

The metaphysics of the real distinction is essential to this
endeavor, in that only the gap between the poverty of being in
the creature and its fullness in God can point to the necessity of
God as the world’s absolute ground.'?” Ultimately, man’s desire
to understand being and thus to philosophize can only be satisfied
within the humble perspective of a creature, who recognizes the
distance and similarity between man and God imaging the
Trinitarian relations. This perspective leads man to the heart of
the mystery: “The trinitarian interpretation of human existence,
the cosmos, and world-history . . . provides man’s intellect and
will to love with a progressive satisfaction of the most exalted
kind which derives from the very heart of the ever-greater
mystery of Being.”'?®

V. CONCLUSION

Von Balthasar, exploring the Pauline theme of being en
Christoi in Theo-Drama 3, observes that this state is an “event
achieved by Christ” that demands a Christian response.'” A
positive response to grace brings the Christian into the sphere of
Christ’s activity, so that Christ becomes not only goal of life but
the archetype as well.”*° This sharing in Christ’s mission occurs in
the Church, as Christ’s body, which points to the role that
ecclesiology plays in our discussion of analogy: the Church is the

126 GL S, 654.
127 Thid.

2 Gl 1, 507.
297D 3, 246.
130 Thid., 248.
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“space” in which the Christian can actively share in Christ’s
personal mission.

This participation is described as the fulfillment of image in
likeness.

The “imago” has been created for the sake of the “similitudo,” not in order to
develop toward it by its own self-perfection or through a dialectical process,
but to serve as a place where the divine Archetype [Urbild] can be implanted.™!

The image, as it moves closer to the divine pole, becomes more
similar to it, while the ever-greater dissimilarity insures that man
does not grasp at divinity but rather empties himself to allow the
primal form of Christ to fill the space of the difference between
man and God. In this process, man becomes a man of the Church,
analogously “Eucharistic” in that “he can be shared out with
Christ as nourishment for the Mystical Body.”"**

We have now come full circle. Von Balthasar, by firmly basing
the analogia entis in Christology and Trinitarian theology, has
kept his metaphysics from becoming a static structure that
encompasses and shackles God. Rather, analogy is a vibrant
principle that expresses the relation of creature and Creator,
based solely in the Creator’s triune life. Even more, analogy is a
call to the Christian to fulfill his image in an ever-increasing
similarity to God, “more clearly manifest[ing] this relation.”**’
Analogy points us to the truth that “created man . . . is given his
true purpose in the divine, triune life.”'**

Obviously, such a rich development of analogia entis—from
the Fourth Lateran Council’s definition to man’s end in the
Trinitarian life—is not found explicitly in Thomas, nor does von
Balthasar intend to imply that it is. The exact points of
convergence and divergence between the two thinkers cannot be
detailed here. The present essay is less ambitious in scope,
intending only to show what von Balthasar thought about the
question of the analogy of being. This much can be said, however:

51 1bid., 527.
132 1bid., 527-28.
133 Ihid., 525.
134 1hid., 528.
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the question was of fundamental importance for both thinkers,

and it remains a point of possible dialogue between the students
of both.
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HY HAVE SEX?” is not a question that people ask

\. k / themselves very often. Less rarely, but still not very

often, they may ask themselves “What is sex for?” These

questions are worth asking, however, if only in an academic

context, because the answers to them will give answers to central
concerns of sexual ethics.

Moral theologians used to have a clear answer to the second
question. They agreed that human sexual activity has two
functions or purposes: the unitive function and the generative
function. The generative function consists simply in the fact that
sexual intercourse is the means by which new humans are brought
into being, and the human race is carried on. The unitive function
derives from the fact that sexual intercourse is a means of
expressing and promoting love between sexual partners. Fur-
thermore, the theologians agreed that the generative function was
the primary one, and that it took precedence over the unitive one.

Where they began to have difficulties was over the question of
what can be a good reason for having sex. The Augustinian view
that procreation is the only good reason, and that all other
reasons, including the expression of love, make the act at least
venially sinful, lost support in the twentieth century, but was not
replaced by any other view of equivalent coherence. Confusion
over the answer to this question has now been extended to the
question of the functions of intercourse. Most Catholic moralists
now reject the view that the procreative function of intercourse
is the primary one, but they do not offer a satisfactory account of

561
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the relations between these functions. In this paper I will argue
that the generative function of intercourse is primary in a certain
respect, and I will maintain that an understanding of this primacy
can help us to answer the question of when we can have a good
reason for having sex.

The most important thing to remember, in any argument
about the primacy of anything, is that “primary” is an incomplete
expression. It is like “more.” The question “Which is more, Smith
or Jones?” cannot be answered, unless one is given an indication
of what property “more” is supposed to refer to.

Similarly, “primary” by itself is an incomplete expression.
“Being primary” is not a property that can exist on its own. Just
as “being more” is relative to some particular property, so “being
primary” is relative to some particular ordering.' If we are to
argue about which of the purposes of sexual intercourse is
primary, then, we must begin by stating what ordering we are
applying to them. There are various types of ordering that might
be considered. One way of ordering the ends of sexual intercourse
would be in order of importance. But “important” itself can be
understood in different ways, and it is better to include these
different ways in a list of more specific descriptions, such as (1)
what depends on what; (2) what should be done first; (3) what
should be chosen over what; (4) what is better than what, that is,
what will result in a greater good.

The relationships between these kinds of orderings are
complicated. For instance, if it is true that opening a door
depends on lifting its latch, we can say that we ought to lift the
latch before we try to open the door. But if diving for pearls
depends on being able to hold one’s breath for a long time, that
does not imply that before diving for pearls we should hold our

! Aquinas points this out in discussing the order of priorities in charity. “Dicendum quod,
sicut Philosophus dicit, in Meta., [Metaphysics V, 2 {1018b9)] prius et posterius dicitur
secundum relationem ad aliquod principium. Ordo autem includit in se aliquem modum
prioris et posterioris. Unde oportet quod ubicumque est aliquod principium, sit etiam aliquis
ordo” (STh 1I-11, q. 26, a. 1 [Madrid: Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, 1956], 188-89).
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breaths for a long time, nor does it imply that holding our breaths
for a long time is a better thing than diving for pearls.

The ordering that I will apply to the ends of intercourse is the
ordering of “what depends on what.” I maintain that the re-
productive good of intercourse comes before the unitive good, in
the sense that the unitive good depends on the reproductive good.
The unitive good depends on the reproductive good because it is
the reproductive aspect of sexual intercourse that makes inter-
course a unitive act.

Unitive acts are those which express and promote love between
persons. If we are to describe what makes sexual intercourse
unitive (when it is), we must be able to show how it expresses and
promotes love. To love someone is to will his good, and to act
towards someone in a loving way is intentionally to do him good;
the more good one intentionally does someone, the more one
expresses one’s love for him—the more one loves him.

If unitive acts are acts that express and promote love between
persons, and to love someone is to will his good, then unitive acts
must be acts which somehow do good to the person loved. An act
that does not benefit a person in any way cannot be an expression
of love, and thus cannot be unitive. Suppose you come across a
man dying of thirst in the desert. If you give him water, and thus
save his life, you will have benefitted him greatly. Giving him
water is thus an important unitive act (provided that the object of
your action is to give him water, and your intention is to save his
life; “object” and “intention” will be explained below). If on the
other hand you do not give him any water, but instead give him
a bus ticket that is past its expiry date, you will not have done a
unitive act.” An expired bus ticket is perfectly useless to a man
dying of thirst in the desert. Because it does him no good in any
way, and is known to do him no good, giving it to him cannot be
an expression of love, and cannot be an unitive act.

There are various ways of contributing to the good of a person
you love. You can do him good directly, as in the case of giving
water to the man dying of thirst. You can enable him to achieve

2 This of course assumes that your object is to give him the bus ticket, and that you know
that the bus ticket is useless to him—you do not have any beliefs about the magical powers
of expired bus tickets, or anything like that.
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some good, by teaching him some skill, for instance, or by
removing an obstacle to his achieving a good. You can promise to
do good, as bride and groom do in the marriage service. You can
do something that represents or symbolizes a further good that
you have brought about, or intend to bring about. You can
cooperate with the person you love in the achievement of some
good.

Now, it is agreed that sexual intercourse between married
people is (or can be) an unitive act. (I prescind from the question
of whether intercourse between unmarried people can be unitive.)
If it is a unitive act, this must be because the partners, in doing the
act, bestow upon each other some important good. This raises the
question: what is the good bestowed that makes sexual inter-
course an unitive act? I maintain that (A) the generative function
of intercourse can enable it to be unitive, and (B) only the gen-
erative function of intercourse can enable it to be unitive.

These two statements together entail that it is the generative
function of intercourse that makes it unitive, and thus that the
unitive aspect of intercourse depends on the generative aspect. I
undertake to establish both (A) and (B) by giving arguments for
them, and rebutting objections against them.

II

In order adequately to discuss reproductive acts and the pur-
poses they serve, it is necessary to have a right conception of the
nature of human acts in general, and to clarify what is meant by
“purpose.”

Moral theologians have traditionally held that human acts are
specified by their objects. I accept this position, which is central
for any consideration of the nature and goodness of sexual
activity (and of any other kind of activity). Yet it is necessary to
explain and justify this position, which has been the subject of
debate and misrepresentation among moral theologians.

An exposition of the position that acts are specified by their
objects should start from the fact that a voluntary human act that
is amenable to moral evaluation is the willed bringing about of
some reality, whether that reality be a thing, an event, or a state
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of affairs. The reality that is brought about by the act can be
considered on its own, and as such is susceptible of many
descriptions. A well-known illustration of this fact is the action of
pumping water from a pump. This falls under the descriptions
“pumping water,” “moving a handle up and down,” “making a
squeaky noise,” “giving yourself blisters”; these all truly describe
it. But not all the descriptions that the reality brought about by an
act falls under are ones that the agent intends to bring about.
Suppose my car breaks down and I have to walk thirty kilometers
to the nearest gas station. In walking to the gas station, I wear out
my shoes. I can be truly described as wearing out my shoes, just
as truly as I can be described as walking to the gas station, but
wearing out my shoes is not something that I choose to bring
about. The object of an action is the description that the agent
chooses to bring about. This description can be called the formal
description of the reality brought about by an act, and the
descriptions of what the agent does that do not describe what the
agent chooses to bring about can be called the material
descriptions of that reality.

Theologians have traditionally distinguished between the
formal object and the material object of acts of knowledge.’ There
is an analogy between this traditional distinction and my
distinction between formal and material objects of acts of the will,
because we can distinguish between the formal character of the
reality brought about by an act of the will and the reality
considered in itself, just as we can between the formal character

7«

3 A good account of this traditional meaning is given by Fr. Romanus Cessario:

In order to see how specification by object works, consider the
experience of seeing a red apple. . . . A material object designates the
term of an action; it signifies the specifying reality, the thing, from the
point of view of its givenness or facticity. In our example, the apple
itself. Formal objects, on the other hand, denote the psychological and
formal interest that engages the action with the material object. In the
example of sense perception, we identify some aspect or aspects of a
thing as a formal object when it specifies the formal character (such as
colour) that allows the thing to be known (in this example, as visible).
In our example, the apple precisely as red. (Romanus Cessario, O.P.,
Christian Faith and the Theological Life [Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 1996], 53)
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of an object known and the object considered in itself. But there
is also a disanalogy, because we cannot draw any such distinction
when it comes to the act itself, as opposed to the reality that the
act brings into being. Such an act just is the realizing of the formal
description, the description that the agent chooses to bring about.
There is thus no such thing as the act in itself, independent of the
formal description. The material descriptions of the reality
brought about by an act are coextensive with the formal de-
scription—that is, exactly the same state of affairs falls under
them—but they do not identify the act, or any act, since the agent
does not will and choose to bring them about, and acts are what
are willed and chosen. Acts have to do with intention and choice;
one’s action is what one intends and chooses to do. Another way
of putting this is by saying that willing and choosing to do an act
are propositional attitudes. _

A consequence of this is that it is wrong to assert (as moral
theologians traditionally have asserted) that the material de-
scriptions of what is brought about by an act are indirectly
intended by the agent. The material descriptions are not indirectly
intended by the agent, because they are not intended at all. Some
of the material descriptions will be known to the agent, and some
will not. Of the material descriptions that are known, some will
please the agent or be approved of by him, some will displease
him or be disapproved of, and some will leave him indifferent. A
stoker shoveling coal into a steam locomotive, or a mailman
delivering the mail, will also be taking exercise. He can enjoy
taking exercise, and approve of it as being good for his health,
without having the intention of taking exercise; he can simply
intend to do his job in order to be paid for it. The fact that an
agent is pleased by a material description or approves of it does
not mean that he chooses it.

Having given an account of what is meant by the object of an
act, we can clarify what the intention of an action is. Voluntary
acts are always done for a reason. A reason for doing an act, that
gives the answer to the question “Why did you do this?,” consists
in some good that the agent believes will be obtained by doing the
act. All acts are done for the sake of some good; this does not
mean that all acts are entirely good, or are believed by those who
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do them to be entirely good—only that they must be believed to
be good in some respect by those who do them. The reason that
an agent has for doing an act has traditionally been called the
“intention” of the act. This terminology is somewhat unfortunate,
since we speak of the object of an act as being intended, or as
being done intentionally. The intention of an act is not the object
of the act, but the feature of the object that motivates the agent to
do it. If someone chooses to eat a sandwich, “eating a sandwich”
would be the object (whereas “moving one’s jaws and swal-
lowing” would only be a material description), and “satisfying
hunger” (or perhaps “nourishing one’s self”) would be the
intention.

Intentions can be multiple and varied. The good for the sake
of which an object is chosen may be a feature of the object itself,
or it may lie in the fact that the object promises to bring about
some further state of affairs that is sought as good. Different acts,
that have objects of the same kind, can have different intentions.
For example, one person may choose to feed the poor out of love
for them, while another chooses to feed the poor for the sake of
display. As this example illustrates, the intention of an act makes
a difference to its moral evaluation.

There is a connection between the position that all acts are
done for a reason and the position that acts are specified by their
objects. It lies in the fact that the goodness of an act, which
provides the reason for doing it, is attached to a particular
description of what it is that an agent does. “Eating a ham
sandwich” is a description of an act that can motivate one to do
it, because eating a ham sandwich is a tasty and hunger-satisfying
sort of thing to do. “Chewing and swallowing,” on the other
hand, is not in itself sufficient to motivate one to act, because
there need not be anything good about chewing and swallowing
(think of, e.g., chewing and swallowing pencil erasers). Since an
act is always done for the sake of some good that is a feature of
it, and the good is a feature of a particular description of what the
agent does, not of just any description of it, the act consists in the
realization of that particular description.

Having analyzed the structure of human acts, we are in a better
position to understand what is meant by the purpose of sexual



568 JOHN R. T. LAMONT

intercourse. “Purpose” can mean the function a thing has by its
nature, or it can mean the object or the intention of an act. In the
former sense, we can say that the purpose of a razor blade is to
shave, or that the purpose of respiration is to provide the body
with oxygen; I will use “function” to express this sense of
“purpose.” When we say that Jane’s purpose in working as a
lawyer is to earn money, we are using “purpose” in the latter
sense.

It is possible for types of acts to have a purpose in the first
sense of having a function that belongs to them by nature, and
that is independent of the intentions with which they are done.
Eating is one such type, and sexual intercourse is another. Sexual
intercourse is the sort of act that leads to human reproduction. It
is naturally designed to do so; sexual desire, sexual organs, and
sexual intercourse all evolved for the purpose of reproduction. If
humans reproduced like yeast cells, by budding off new
individuals, none of these things would exist. It is the only sort of
act that naturally leads to human reproduction. Human
reproduction considered in itself is obviously a great good, for it
involves bringing into existence new humans, beings with
immortal souls who are capable of eternal bliss. Since repro-
duction is a great good, generative acts—acts whose function is to
lead to reproduction—are a good type of act. Human
reproduction of course requires a partner; so partners in sexual
intercourse are both cooperating in a good type of act, and
enabling each other to take partin a good type of act which could
not be achieved alone. To do good is to be gopod—those who
intentionally do good actions are themselves better persons. Thus,
to participate in generative acts is to confer a good on one’s
partner (provided that the acts are not evil in some other way). If
one’s intention in doing the act does not exclude doing good to
one’s partner, the act will be a unitive act. Since it belongs to the
nature of intercourse to be reproductive, and a generative act in
itself confers a good on one’s partner, it belongs to the nature of
intercourse to be unitive; doing good, and expressing love, is a
function of intercourse.

A generative act does not have to be an act that actually results
in reproduction, as Elizabeth Anscombe points out:
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In order to be an intrinsically generative sort of act, an act need not itself be
actually generative; any more than an acorn needs to produce an actual oak
tree in order to be an acorn. (In fact most acorns never produce oaks, and most
copulations produce no offspring.) When we characterize something as an
acorn we are looking to a wider context than can be seen in the acorn itself.
Acorns come from oaks, and oaks come from acorns; an acorn is thus as such
generative (of an oak), whether or not it does generate an oak. . . . In the same
way, we may say that eating is intrinsically nutritive, the eye is as such an organ
of sight; consider how we would identify eating or the eye from one species to
another. And it is in this sense that copulation is intrinsically generative.*

It would be a mistake to maintain that an act must have the
intention of reproduction if it is to be an act of a generative sort.
To do so would involve confusing the two senses of “purpose.”
This intention is not required for reproduction actually to take
place, and it can be present without reproduction ensuing. Not
only do acts of a generative type not have to result in re-
production, they cannot have reproduction as their object, as
Anscombe further points out. We can only intend to do what we
think we are able to do, and since most acts of intercourse do not
result in actual reproduction, we cannot think that we can
actually reproduce in having intercourse, any more than we can
think that we can win a lottery in buying a lottery ticket. No one
who knows that a single act of intercourse is unlikely to produce
offspring can decide “I will now reproduce” in choosing to have
intercourse. We can only have actual reproduction as an intention
in having intercourse—we can intend that intercourse have the
result of reproducing.

HI

Unitive acts involve doing good to someone. If there is no
good other than the good of doing an act of a generative sort
involved in intercourse, it is only the generative aspect of
intercourse that can enable it to be unitive. I maintain that there
is no other such good, and my grounds for doing so are simply
that no other good can be identified.

* Elizabeth Anscombe, “You Can Have Sex without Children,” in Collected Philosopbical

Papers, vol. 3: Ethics, Religion and Politics (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1981), 85. I am greatly indebted to Anscombe’s discussion in this paper.
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In considering the good that can result from intercourse, one
can distinguish between good involved in the object of the act, in
the intercourse itself, and good that is brought about by the
intercourse but is not a feature of the intercourse itself. Relief of
concupiscence is an example. Intercourse itself does not relieve
concupiscence, but rather stimulates it (if it is at all satisfactory);
so an act of intercourse that is done for the sake of relieving one’s
partner’s concupiscence is not done for the sake of a good present
in the object of the action, but is done for the sake of a good that
the object is intended to bring about. Having a child is another
example; the conception of a child is caused by the act of
intercourse, but is not itself the act.

I will leave aside the question of whether intercourse can be
unitive that is done for the purpose of conferring a good to the
partner that is not present in the intercourse itself, but is a result
of the intercourse. It is not relevant to most of the discussion on
the subject, which has assumed that it is the intercourse itself that
is supposed to be unitive. Nor is it relevant to the vast majority of
acts of intercourse, which are done for their own sake and not for
the sake of some good that is not a feature of the object of the act.

Considering solely the object of an act of intercourse, then, we
can ask ourselves: what features of this act could make it an act
that does good to one’s partner, aside from its being a generative
act? The act could be described as an act of bringing one’s partner
to orgasm. But having an orgasm isn’t something that is good in
itself; there is nothing intrinsically good about masturbation. The
most likely response to this question is that one does good to
one’s partner in intercourse by giving him or her pleasure. But
contrary to what utilitarians say, pleasure is not something that
is good in itself. We can only describe pleasure as a good if it is
pleasure in something that is good in itself. Taking pleasure in
worshiping God, for example, is good, whereas taking pleasure
in tormenting people is evil. The fact that intercourse is
pleasurable is not therefore enough to make it good. The pleasure
experienced in intercourse can only be good if the intercourse is
good in some further way, which has yet to be specified.

One might respond that one benefits one’s partner in
intercourse by satisfying his or her desires. But thé same points
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can be made about satisfying desire as about giving pleasure.
People only benefit from satisfying their desires if those desires
are for something good in itself. In selling drugs to a drug addict,
I am helping to satisfy his desire, but I am not benefitting him;
instead, I am harming him. The fact that nonreproductive
intercourse satisfies desire can only be held to be good if we
assume that such intercourse is good for independent reasons. It
thus cannot be used as evidence for it being good.

These points about the giving of pleasure and the satisfaction
of desire can be generalized to apply to many other criteria that
have been proposed for evaluating the goodness of sexual acts.
For example, the book Human Sexuality states that sexual
behavior should be “self-liberating,” “other-enriching,” “socially
responsible,” “life-serving,” “joyous.”™ Obviously such properties
cannot exist simply by themselves. Instead, actions are made
“self-liberating,” “other-enriching,” and so on by their bringing
about other goods that can be described in more specific terms.
Attributions of these properties are like promissory notes, which
only have value if it is possible eventually to cash them in. The
equivalent of “cashing them in” would be showing that there are
concrete goods brought about by actions that make those actions
“self-liberating” or “other-enriching.”

Although there are many descriptions that can truly be
applied to acts of intercourse (e.g., “expending energy,” “moving
back and forth”), only a limited number of them could be
properties that make intercourse good, and thus unitive. All of
these descriptions have been considered, and the only one that
stands on its own feet is the generative aspect of intercourse. The
other aspects (being pleasurable, etc.) are all promissory notes
that depend on intercourse being good in some other respect.
Since the generative aspect of intercourse is the only feature of
intercourse that can make it good without depending on some
other aspect, it is this aspect that makes intercourse a good and
unitive act (when it is so).

One might object that, although actual reproduction is a great
good, the simple doing of a generative act isn’t, since it only

* Anthony Kosnik et al., Human Sexuality: New Directions in American Catholic Thought
(New York: Paulist Press, 1977), 92-95.
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rarely leads to actual reproduction. This can be conceded. I would
not maintain that the doing of a single generative act is a great
good, only that it is a good. This does not mean that a sexual
relationship as a whole cannot be a great good, any more than the
fact that there is no great good involved in a carpenter’s banging
in one nail while building a house need imply that the building of
a house as a whole is not an important good. There is a difference
between the goodness, and thus the unitive nature, of a sexual
relationship and that of a single generative act, because a sexual
relationship and a single generative act are differently related to
the good of reproduction. A single generative act is not very likely
to lead to reproduction, but a sexual relationship is very likely to
do so, provided that the sexual acts that make up the relationship
are ones of a generative sort. Choosing to enter into a sexual
relationship can thus be a choice to have children.

It is in fact misleading to concentrate on the goodness or
badness of single acts of intercourse, while abstracting from the
sexual relationship of which they are a part. This point was made
by critics of the encyclical Humanae vitae, who felt that Catholic
sexual teaching should judge sexual activity by looking at sexual
relationships as a whole. In choosing to have a sexual rela-
tionship, we can choose to have children, and we can choose to
be faithful to one another for our whole lives. But what critics of
Humanae vitae overlook is that it is the generative nature of the
acts that make up a sexual relationship that make it possible for
the sexual relationship to do these things. Nongenerative sexual
acts can make no contribution to these features of sexual
relationships, since they are not unitive.

An important feature of the unitive aspect of intercourse is its
capacity to symbolize what is good. It was pointed out above that
one can do good to someone by doing an act that symbolizes a
further good one bestows on him. Generative acts are natural
symbols for reproduction itself, and by extension for a partner-
ship intended for the begetting and raising of children. Marriage
is such a partnership, so intercourse between spouses can thus
symbolize the entire relationship that exists between them, as well
as being a part of it. In virtue of this symbolic feature, spouses can
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use intercourse to express their love for one another.® Dr. Jack
Dominian mentions gratitude, hope, reconciliation, sexual iden-
tification, and acceptance as meanings that can be conveyed by
sexual intercourse.” However, he neglects to consider that it is the
generative nature of intercourse that makes it capable of
expressing these meanings. If this generative feature is not
present, intercourse will not be unitive. It will not be an
expression of love, and will not represent the relationship as a
whole.

v

A traditional view of the morality of sex would not allow for
the account of the unitive nature of sexual intercourse that is
given above. That view asserts that sexual desire as found in fallen
humanity is intrinsically evil, and hence that sexual intercourse
even between spouses is sinful, although not seriously so, unless
it is excused by the intention of reproducing.® Given the very

¢ The symbolic nature of marital intercourse is discussed, in a way somewhat different
from here, by Cormac Burke, “Marriage and Contraception,” in Janet E. Smith, ed., Why
Humanae Vitae Was Right: A Reader (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1993). He points out that
the symbolic aspect of marital intercourse depends on its generative nature: “Now if one
deliberately nullifies the life-orientation of the conjugal act, one destroys its essential power
to signify union” (158). He is however mistaken, it seems to me, in holding that this fact
implies on its own that contraceptive intercourse is a bad kind of activity. Actions need not
symbolize union, or symbolize anything at all, in order to be an expression of love between
spouses, so the absence of such symbolism does not mean that there is anything wrong with
contraceptive intercourse. In order. to see this, it is helpful to recognize an ambiguity in the
term “to express.” In a narrow sense, “to express” means to do a communicative act of some
sort. In a broader sense, it simply means to show, or to make manifest. In this broad sense,
1 express my embarrassment by blushmg, or express my malice towards someone by poisoning

“them, although neither of these is a communicative act. The fact that contraceptive

intercourse is not an expression of love in the narrow sense does not imply that it is not an
expression of love in the broader sense.

7 Jack Dominian, Prospects for a New Sexual Ethic (London: Darton, Longman & Todd,
1977), 62-63.

# Some believers in this view support it by giving an argument that they claim to find in
St. Augustine: (1) sex, in the form it takes in fallen humanity, is what propagates original sin;
(2) therefore, sex and sexual desire are bad and shameful in themselves; (3) therefore, all acts
of sexual intercourse between married couples are venially sinful, unless redeemed by the
intention of actually reproducing,.

The first premise of this argument is highly doubtful, and in any case does not imply the
second. As an interpretation of St. Augustine, moreover, it is questionable. Augustine claimed
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wide acceptance of this view by holy and intelligent people in the
past, we need to say something about why it is wrong, and make
some attempt to explain why it was accepted.

The analysis of intercourse given above shows what is wrong
with the traditional view. Generative acts are a good sort of act,
as we have seen, because they have a good function. But a desire
to do a good sort of act is itself a good desire, provided that the
intention that leads one to desire the act is not a bad one. (There
are circumstances under which it would be wrong to act on a
desire of a good sort—e.g., when the time, or the place, or the
person, is wrong—but that does not affect the goodness of the
desire in itself.) Thus sexual desire, when it is a desire to do
generative acts, is good in itself, not evil.

The view that sexual desire is evil in itself is a mistake that has
had far-ranging and unfortunate consequences. It is important,
however, to realize that it is a natural mistake to make; that is
why it has been so generally accepted in the past. It is a natural
mistake for two reasons.

The first reason is that there is a sense in which the traditional
view is true. This view states that although having sex with the
intention of reproducing is good, having sex for the sake of
pleasure is evil. “Pleasure,” in this statement, is ambiguous. To
clarify it, we must specify what sort of pleasure it is referring to,
by specifying the feature of intercourse that we take pleasure in.
One sort of pleasure in intercourse is purely physical pleasure, the
pleasure one takes in the body of one’s partner and in having an
orgasm. Another sort of pleasure is the pleasure one takes in
participating in a good activity with one’s partner, and in ex-
pressing one’s love thereby. The former sort of pleasure can be
part of the latter pleasure, but it is not the same as the latter; the

that sexual activity between spouses is venially sinful if done for its own sake, and only
redeemable through the further intent of procreation, in the course of his debate with the
Pelagians. He would hardly use original sin to justify this claim when engaged in polemics
with opponents who denied the existence of original sin. Instead of arguing from original sin
to the shamefulness of sexual desire and the sinfulness of sexual activity that is not redeemed
by the intention of reproducing, he assumed the intrinsic shamefulness of sexual desire and
used it to support his argument for original sin. He faced the difficulty of explaining how
original sin could be propagated, and used the supposedly evil nature of sex to cover this
difficulty. He was able to do so because the shamefulness of sex was taken for granted by
most people in his time, as it was subsequently.
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former can obviously exist without the latter, as in the case of
intercourse with a prostitute.

The traditional view is right, for a Kantian sort of reason, in
thinking that to have sex only for the sake of physical pleasure is
wrong, even with one’s spouse. Sexual desire is unlike other
bodily appetites in that it naturally has persons as its object. To
have sex with someone purely for the sake of physical grati-
fication, and not for the sake of doing good to or expressing love
for him or her, is to use the person as a means to one’s pleasure.
(It is also destructive of the natural purpose of intercourse as an
expression of love, and as such is evil.) This is the sense in which
the traditional view is true. Unfortunately, two mistakes have
been added to this true sense. The first is the inference that since
sexual acts motivated purely by physical desire are bad acts,
physical desire is a bad desire. But this does not follow. What
makes such sexual acts evil is not the presence of the physical
desire, but the absence of the recognition of the other as a person.
Physical desire is compatible with recognition and love of the
other as a person, and in such cases its indulgence, under the right
circumstances, is good, not evil. The second is the assumption
_that acts of intercourse that are done simply because the parties
concerned want to do them, and not for some further purpose
such as reproduction, are motivated only by purely physical
desire. This is not a stupid mistake, because people who have sex
because they want to are prompted by physical desire. It requires
thought to see that doing an act when prompted by physical
desire is not the same as doing an act with the sole intention of
satisfying physical desire. If we consider whether an act that
physical desire prompts us to do is a good act, in circumstances
where such consideration is called for, and are disposed to refrain
from it if it isn’t, then physical desire cannot be said to be the sole
motive for our doing the act.

The second reason why the traditional view’s mistake is a
natural one has to do with the nature of human sexual desire.
Most instances of sexual desire occur in circumstances where it
would be wrong to act on them. The presence of a sexually
attractive member of the opposite sex (or of the same sex, as the
case may be) is enough to provoke desire. But it is usually wrong
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to act on such desires. People who try to do so, and try (within
the bounds of possibility) to have sex whenever they feel like it,
and with whomever they find attractive, are destructive of their
own lives and of the lives of others. It is natural to generalize:
sexual desire in most cases is a desire for what is wrong, so sexual
desire is inherently shameful. This conclusion is greatly reinforced
if we act on our wrong desires, as most of us do at one time or
another. Such action leads us to identify sexual desire with sinful
desire, and condemn sexual desire in consequence—a process
exemplified by figures like St. Jerome and Malcolm Muggeridge.’

This feature of sexual desire does not prove the traditional
view, since the fact that it is generally wrong to act on sexual
desire does not mean that sexual desire is a bad thing in itself. But
it does bring out the considerable element of truth and realism in
the traditional view. The traditional view accurately describes
much of the sexual desire that actually exists. It is right in
stressing the evil nature of this desire. The indifference of sexual
desire towards the good, or its actual bias towards evil (whether
innate or acquired), has a central importance in human lives,
because persons are the natural object of sexual desire. Distortions
in sexual desire thus inevitably entail distortions in one’s attitude
to other persons (and vice versa). The traditional view is superior

? The most positive view of sexual desire must admit that it does not discriminate between
situations where its indulgence would be good and situations where its indulgence would be
evil. There is however a less positive view, which has been presented by Peter Geach. In The
Virtues (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977) he asserts: “Apart from the good of
marriage that redeems it, sex is poison. It is not a matter of lower animal appetites, shared
with ancestral apes, that overcome a weak will; the radical perversion or misdirection of the
will is what deforms animal appetite” (147). On this view, sexual desire is innately directed
more towards evil forms of sexual activity than toward good forms, or even directed towards
evil forms partly because they are evil and thus forbidden. This would explain the widespread
association between the forbidden and the erotic, an association that cannot be explained as
a reaction to strict sexual codes, since it thrives in cultures and subcultures where sexual
morality is rudimentary or nonexistent. It would also explain the great difficulty experienced
by individuals and cultures in channeling sexual desire towards good objects, a difficulty that
would not be so great if sexual desire were merely indifferent between good and evil. If this
view is correct, it would help to account for the wide acceptance of the traditional view of
the shamefulness of sexual desire, although it would not justify that acceptance; the assertion
that our wills are naturally inclined to desire forms of sexual intercourse that are wrong does
not imply that sexual desire per se is a bad thing. (It should be noted that this less positive

view is not the same as the view of St. Augustine, since it does not imply that marital sex that
lacks the intention of reproducing is venially sinful.)
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in this respect to the sexual morality that dominates contem-
porary Western society. This latter morality makes great play of
the goodness of the body and sexuality. But this emphasis is of
dubious sincerity. Indeed, since current sexual morality does not
recognize what it is that actually makes sexual activity good, and
fails to distinguish rightly between good and bad forms of sexual
activity, it is almost impossible for someone who accepts it and
practices it sincerely to believe in the goodness of sexuality. Talk
about the goodness of sexuality is usually meant to drown out
doubts and stifle guilt, rather than to express conviction—
something that is apparent in the very insistence of its tone.
Understanding of the true goodness of sexuality is thus even more
important in present-day conditions than it would be if the
traditional view were still generally (explicitly) accepted.

\Y%

Once we understand the connection between the unitive and
the procreative functions of intercourse, the Catholic position on
contraception becomes easier to understand.

We can see why Pope John Paul II can say that “the innate
language that expresses the total reciprocal self-giving of husband
and wife is overlaid, through contraception, by an objectively
contradictory language, namely, that of not giving oneself totally
to the other.”'® This is related to the Kantian point made above.
Supporting the Pope’s contention is the reasoning that if
intercourse is contraceptive, it is not generative, and thus is not
unitive. Intercourse with a person that is not unitive, that does
not benefit or express love for the person, that does not treat the
person as an end rather than a means, does not recognize the
person as a person. There is a connection between this argument
and the Catholic understanding of human nature, which rejects
substantival dualism. On this understanding, we cannot say that
we use people’s bodies in intercourse, but that we do not use the
persons themselves. Human persons are not immaterial spiritual
beings that are not identical with their bodies. Human persons are

1 Familiaris Consortio 32, in The Pope Speaks 27, no. 1 (1987): 27.





































































































































































































































































