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human knowledge in this life, even of God, begins in the

senses.' Clearly, such a statement oversimplifies his posi-
tion. Rapture, prophecy, faith, and self-knowledge surpass or
stretch the maxim in various ways. Yet they are not outright
exceptions to it.

Thomas maintains also that in this life, one knows realities
external to the self by means of their likenesses in one’s self, such
as sensible and intelligible species. But the beatific vision is
unmediated, for no likeness in the intellect would be adequate to
make known the essence of God.

In this article, I shall try to ascertain what Thomas thought
about spiritual cognition. In spiritual cognition, one would “see”
a superior, immaterial being (the Deity or an angel) by means of
an intelligible form that the object itself has impressed directly on
one’s intellect; and the function of that form would be the same
in relation to the knower and to the known as that of intelligible
or sensible species in one’s direct cognition of created forms. Just
as the eye sees the redness of a red apple by means of a sensible
species of redness in the eye, so also would the intellect see God
by means of an intelligible species that God has impressed on the
intellect.

T HOMAS AQUINAS is famous for maintaining that all

! 1 presented an early version of this article at a session on supernatural cognition
sponsored by the Midwest Seminar on Ancient and Medieval Philosophy at the 38
International Congress on Medieval Studies, Kalamazoo, May 2003. T am very grateful to an
anonymous reviewer for certain suggestions and criticisms.
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Did Thomas believe that spiritual cognition was possible at all
in this life? If one knew God in this way, what would one know?
I raise these questions for two reasons. First, Thomas himself
posits a purely spiritual way of seeing God, mediated only by
infused species, in two early works.” But he posits it there only
hypothetically, to be excluded as a possible way of knowing the
divine essence. Moreover, in one of these texts, he rules out such
cognition as a possible way of contemplating God at all in via.’
Second, Thomas attributes spiritual cognition of some sort to
Adam before the Fall and even to contemplatives after it.* In
prelapsarian cognition, God makes God’s self known to the mind
by means of an interior, spiritual influence, and that influence
functions as a mental species by which one knows God. Just as
one sees a stone by means of a sensible species of the stone in
one’s eye, Thomas argues, so Adam knew God by means of an
interior, spiritual influence.

My purpose in this article is threefold: to consider the
hypothetical mediated vision of God; to consider Thomas’s
account of prelapsarian cognition; and to inquire whether the two
modes of cognition are fundamentally the same or different.
These are rather arcane topics by modern standards, but inquiry
into them highlights some salient features of Thomas’s cognitive
theory. [ shall first outline Thomas’s account of cognitive
mediation, which is crucial for what follows.

2 IV Sent., d. 49, q. 2, a. 1; De Trin., q. 1, a. 2. Editions cited in the notes include the
following: Scriptum super libros Sententiarum, ed. P. Mandonnet (books I and 1) and M. F.
Moos (books III and 1V, incomplete), 4 vols. (Paris, 1929-56). For the remainder of the
Scriptum (after Book IV, d. 22), I have used the Parma editon of the Opera Omnia
(1852-73), repr. New York (1948-50), vol. 7. Compendium Theologiae, in Opuscula,
Leonine edition, vol. 42. Quaestiones de Quolibet, Leonine edition, vol. 25. Quaestiones
Disputatae De Veritate, Leonine edition, vol. 22. Sumimna contra Gentiles, Mariew edition, 3
vols. (1961). Swmma Theologiae, Ottawa edition, 5 vols. (1941-45). Super Boetium De
Trinitate, Leonine edition, vol. 50. Super Epistolas Pauli Apostoli lectura, Marietii edition, ed.
R. Cai, 2 vols. (1953). Super Evangelium s. Ioannis lectura, Marietti edition, ed. R. Cai,
(1952). References to Bonaventure are to the Opera Omnia published in Quaracchi (10 vols.,
1882-1902).

3 De Trin., q. 1,a. 2.

*1I Sent., d. 23, q. 2, a. 1. De Verit., q. 18, a. 1, ad 1.
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I. COGNITIVE MEDIATION

According to Thomas, all knowledge of external realities, apart
from the unmediated vision of the divine essence, is obtained
through formal representations, or “likenesses” (similitudines), in
the knower. Thomas posits four kinds of representative likeness:
the sensible species (in a sense organ), the phantasm (a sensory
representation of a real or imaginary object in the imagination),
the intelligible species (the end result of abstraction), and the
concept, or word (a mental definition produced by the possible
intellect).” It is chiefly with reference to species (sensible and
intelligible) that Thomas articulates the modes of cognitive
mediation. His account presupposes that it makes sense to speak
of the intellect’s knowing things, as well as its knowing that
propositions are true. Indeed, that is its primary operation. What
the sense organs know are simple accidental forms, such as
external colors. And what the intellect knows in the first place are
material quiddities, considered in abstraction from their material
conditions and thus universally. Such simple apprehension is not
a judgment about any subject, but, according to Thomas, it does

* For summary accounts of Thomas’s theory of cognition, see Georges Van Riet, “Le
théorie thomiste de la sensation externe,” Revwe philosophique de Louvain 51 (1953):
374-408; idem, “La théorie thomiste de I'abstraction,” Revue philosophique de Louvain 50
(1952): 353-93; and Edward P. Mahoney, “Sense, Intellect, and Imagination in Albert,
Thomas, and Siger,” in N. Kretzmann, A. Kenny, and Jan Pinborg, eds., Cambridge History
of Later Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), 602-22, at pp.
605-11. See also Eleonore Stump, “Aquinas’s Account of the Mechanisms of Intellective
Cognition,” Revue internationale de philosophie 25 (1998): 287-307. For fuller accounts, see
Robert Pasnau, Theories of Cognition in the Later Middle Ages (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1997); and idem, Thomas Aquinas on Human Nature: A Philosophical Study
of ‘Summa theologiae’ Ia 75-89 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), chaps. 6,
9, and 10. John F. Peifer, The Concept in Thomism (New York: Bookman, 1952), reprinted
as The Mystery of Knowledge (Albany, N.Y.: Magi, 1984), remains a useful account, albeit one
reflecting developments in John of St. Thomas and later Thomism. Peifer focuses on the
concept, or mental word. On intelligible species, see Leen Spruit, “Species intelligibilis”: From
Perception to Knowledge, vol. 1, Classical Roots and Medieval Discussions (Leiden: Brill,
1994), especially pp. 156-74 (on Thomas); and Katherine H. Tachau, “Some Aspects of the
Noton of Intentional Existence at Paris, 1250-1320,” in Sten Ebbesen and Russell L.
Friedman, eds., Medieval Analyses in Language and Cognition (Copenhagen: Royal Danish
Academy of Science and Letters, 1999), 33153 (an important article, notwithstanding some
polemics).
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have a certain truth value. Indeed, it is infallible.® In what sense
such quiddities are real and external to the intellect is a question
that need not detain us here.

In the disputed questions De Veritate and the seventh
Quodlibet, which date from his first Parisian regency (1256-59),
Thomas distinguishes three distinct modes of cognitive mediation.
As usual, sight is the paradigm and the master metaphor that he
uses to analyze cognition.” First, there is the means “under which”
(medium sub quo) one sees. This causes what is potentially
knowable to become actually knowable. Physical light is the
means under which the eye sees colors, and the light of the agent
intellect is the means under which the intellect knows quiddities.
Second, there is the means “by which” (medium guo) one sees,
such as a sensible or intelligible species. Third, there may be a
means “in which” one knows something, or “from which” one
receives knowledge (medium in quo, medium a quo), which
Thomas likens to a mirror, or mirror image (specwlum).®

The distinction between the second and third forms of
mediation, which one might characterize respectively as “formal”
and “objective,” is crucial here.” Thomas explains the distinction
in the De Veritate as follows:

[fln corporeal vision . . . the medium by which {guo] the object is seen is the
species itself of the sensible thing present in the eye, which, as the form of the
one who sees inasmuch as he sees, is the principle of the visual operation. An
example of the medium from which [a guo] one receives cognition of the seen
object is the mirror from which the species of some visible thing, such as a stone,
may sometimes come to the eye, rather than immediately from the stone itself.
And these . . . are found also in intellectual vision. . . . The intelligible species,

¢STh 1, q. 85, a. 6.

7 On the philosophical implications of visual paradigms in theology, see Reijo Tydrinoja,
“Fides et visio: On Visual Metaphysics of Knowledge and Religious Belief in the Middle
Ages,” in Archiv fiir mittelalterliche Philosophie und Kultur, vol. 6, ed. T. Boiadjiev et al.
(Sofia: LIK, 2000), 115-31.

# Quodl. 7, q. 1, a. 1. De Verit., q. 18, a. 1, ad 1. Thomas characterizes the medium as thar
in quo in Quodlibet 7 and as that @ quo in the De Veritate. The word speculum can mean
either “mirror” or “mirror image,” and it is often impossible to know in a given context which
is the appropriate translation.

® Thomas says that the intellect uses intelligible species formaliter in Quodl. 5, q. 5, a. 2,
ad 1.
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by which [qua] the possible intellect is caused actually to understand,
corresponds to the visible species. And an effect from which [z guo] one comes
to know a cause is comparable to the medium from which one receives
knowledge of a visible object, as from a mirror. In such cases, the likeness of a
cause is impressed on our understanding not immediately by the cause, but by
the effect, in which the likeness of the cause is reflected. Hence cognition of this
sort is said to be specular, because of its similarity to vision that comes through
a mirror."

In the seventh Quodlibet, Thomas points out that it is only
when there is a medium a quo—that is, an intermediate object—
that cognition is said to be indirect (mediata). Someone who is
looking at a stone is said to see it directly even though such vision
requires not only light as the medium sub quo but also the
received sensible species of the stone as the medium gquo."
Thomas does not regard the medium quo as such as an object of
knowledge. Indeed, it is only by reflecting upon the process of
cognition that one becomes aware of its existence.'* When I see
the redness of an apple, what I see is the external redness, and not
the sensible species by which I see it.

Because no likeness in the intellect would be sufficient to make
known the essence of God, Thomas argues, one cannot know that
essence unless God joins God’s self to the intellect as an
intelligible form." In the beatific vision, therefore, there is neither
a medium a quo nor a medium quo, but only a medium sub quo,

' De Verit., q. 18, a. 1, ad 1: “in visione corporali . . . medium vero quo videtur est ipsa
species rei sensibilis in oculo existens quae sicut forma videntis in quantum est videns
principium est visivae operationis, medium autem a quo accipitur cognitio rei visae est sicut
speculum a quo interdum species alicuius visibilis, ut puta lapidis, fit in oculo non immediate
ab ipso lapide. Et haec . . . etiam in visione intellectuali inveniuntur. . . . speciei vero visibili
[respondeat] species intelligibilis qua intellectus possibilis fit actu intelligens, medio vero a quo
accipitur visi cognitio sicut speculo comparatur effectus a quo in cognitionem causae
devenimus, ita enim similitudo causae nostro intellectui imprimitur non immediate ex causa
sed ex effectu in quo similitudo causae resplendet: unde huiusmodi cognitio dicitur specularis
propter similitudinem quam habet ad visionem quae fit per speculum.” I have eliminated
treatment of the first mode of mediation.

" Quodl. 7, q. 1, a. 1.

28Th 1, q. 85, a. 2. See Leen Spruit, Species Intelligibilis, 1:159-60 (with the references
there given).

B STh1,q.12,a. 5. See also STh 1, q. 12,a. 9; STh I-11, g. 3, a. 8; IV Sen., d. 49, g. 2, a.
1; SeG I, ¢. 51.
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namely, an infused light that enhances or perhaps takes the place
of the agent intellect and enables the soul to be united with God
and thereby to see God’s essence.'® According to Thomas, it is
precisely because that light, while supernaturally bestowed, is a
created form that even the beatific vision is not comprehensive."
The blessed do not know God to the extent that God is knowable,
and therefore they apprehend rather than comprehend God.
Nevertheless, they do see the divine essence. The medium quo and
the medium sub quo limit cognition in different ways.

Rapture, too, according to Thomas, is an unmediated vision of
the divine essence. Rapture is not an exception to the rule that
one cannot know God’s essence in this life because the rapt
person is temporarily removed from this life.'¢

Even dimly specular knowledge of God can be construed as
vision of a sort: one sees God through a mirror and obscurely.
And persons who have some special, revelatory insight that is
mediated externally or by phantasms may properly be said to see
God." Nevertheless, the term “vision” in its strictest sense
characterizes direct rather than inferred knowledge. One may
infer the presence of a fox in the woods by its signs, such as its
footprints, or one may actually see the fox. But even vision in the
strictest sense is usually mediated by species, for “that thing whose
likeness exists in the intellect is known to the intellect by way of
vision, just as a likeness of something seen corporeally is in the
sense of the one who sees.”'® Knowledge of God achieved simply
through infused species would amount to vision precisely
inasmuch as the mediation would be formal rather than objective
(although, as we shall see, there is a sense in which such vision
would be indirect, for what one would see would not be the
divine essence).

“SThL, q.12,2.2; 1, q. 12, a. 5.

SSThY, q.12, 2. 7.

' See appendix, below.

7 I Joan., ¢. 1, lect. 11.

188G 11, c. 41: “res enim illa per intellectum visionis modo cognoscitur, cuius similitudo
in intellectu existit, sicut et similitudo rei corporaliter visae est in sensu videntis.”
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1. COGNITIVE MIRRORS

Thomas characterizes causally inferred, externally mediated
knowledge of God as specular.”” The notion comes from 1
Corinthians 13:12: “Now we see through a mirror obscurely [per
speculum in aenigmate], but then face to face.” The term
“specular” usually implies that the cognition is dim (“enigmatic™)
as well as indirect.

Yet the metaphor of mirrors is ambiguous. Its use in 1
Corinthians suggests cognition that is dim and indirect, while the
function of actual mirrors suggests cognition that is virtually
immediate, and in which ideally the medium is hardly
noticeable.”’

Thus in the Summa contra Gentiles, discussing angelic
cognition, Thomas distinguishes between (a) seeing something as
if in a mirror and (b) discursively inferring its existence through
its effects. In discursive causal inference, there are two acts of
understanding (cognitiones): that by which one knows the effect,
and that by which one knows the cause. A reasoned inference
separates the two. But when one sees something in a mirror, there
is only a single act of cognition, for one grasps both the inter-
mediate object and the ultimate object at once. It is by simple
mirror vision of this sort, Thomas argues, and not through discur-
sive inference, that one angel knows God through another angel.”!

In simple mirror vision, according to Thomas, one knows yet
need not notice the medium. It becomes what one might call an
“unnoticed mirror.” In the De Veritate, discussing how the angels
know God, Thomas argues that whenever something is visible in
its image, one may consider the image either as a thing in itself or
precisely as an image; and in the latter case, the motion of the
cognitive power toward the image is the same as its motion

¥ In Ioan., c. 1, lect. 11. See also De Verit., q. 18, a. 1, ad 1.

20 Perhaps medieval mirrors were less transparent than modern ones, but cf. Bonaventure,
Collationes in Hexaémeron 5.25, where Bonaventure likens the pure mind to a clear,
“polished” mirror, and moreover distinguishes between natural mirrors, made by polishing
steel, and artificial mirrors, made by precipitating lead on glass.

2 8eG I, c. 49.
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toward the object. Likewise, when one knows a cause through an
effect, the motion of the cognitive power can proceed to the cause
“immediately,” so that one does not think about anything else.
“And in this way,” Thomas concludes, “the intellect of a wayfarer
is able to think about God without thinking about any crearure.”
Such considerations may blur but they do not negate the
distinction between a medium quo and a medium a quo.

T, THE AVICENNAN MODEL:
KNOWLEDGE THROUGH [MPRESSION

In two early works—his commentaries on book 4 of Peter
Lombard’s Sentences and on Boethius’s De Trinitate—Thomas
considers how one might know God not through species
abstracted from sense data or by the mediation of external
creatures, but through intelligible species that God has impressed
directly on the intellect. In both passages, Thomas cites Avicenna.

In his commentary on book 4 of the Semtences, Thomas is
inquiring as to how the human intellect can know God’s essence.”
His response is largely a rehearsal of discussions and debates
among philosophers about knowledge of separate substances.”
Thomas explains that the problems met by the theologians
regarding knowledge of the divine essence are parallel to
problems met by the philosophers regarding quidditative
knowledge of separate substances (i.e., of intelligences, which
Christians call “angels”). Having shown that no species derived
from our sensible experience of material things is sufficient as a

22 De Verit., q. 8, a. 3, ad 18: “Et hoc modo intellectus viatoris potest cogitare de Deo non
cogitando de aliqua creatura.”

B IV Sent., d. 49, q. 2, a. 1. The Scriptum summarizes Thomas’s teaching as a sententiary
bachelor (1252-56), although he continued to edit it after he became a master of theology in
1256.

2% Apart from the reference to Avicenna, Thomas’s response follows a discussion from
Averro&s’ commentary on Aristotle’s De anima, book 1II, regarding knowledge of separate
substances, where the Commentator outlines and criticizes the views of Avempace and
Alexander of Aphrodisias as well as presenting his own. The point of the discussion is that
through such knowledge, the philosopher can attain ultimate happiness. Thomas returns (ca.

1260-64) to Averroés’ treatment in ScG I, cc. 41-44, where he devotes a lengthy polemical
critique to it, refuting the theories of Alexander and Averroés as well as that of Avempace.
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means for quidditative knowledge even of created separate
substances, let alone of God, Thomas turns to consider knowledge
by impressed species.

He notes that, according to Avicenna in the Metaphysics, one
can understand separate substances through “the intentions of
their quiddities,” that is, through likenesses that are not abstracted
from them but are rather impressed by them. For one cannot
intellectually abstract anything from a being that is already
immaterial. But Thomas argues that even if one could know God
through impression, such knowledge would still fall short of the
vision of the divine essence.”’ His reasoning turns on the principle
that “what is received by something is present there according to
the manner of the recipient.” Since the created intellect falls far
short of being perfectly like God, any species received by it will
be insufficiently like God for quidditative knowledge.

Thomas uses Avicenna’s opinion as the premise of an objection
in the same article. According to Thomas, Avicenna argues that
when we know a separate substance, what is in our intellect
cannot be the very essence of that substance but is rather an
impression of it. But one could not know the divine essence in this
way, the argument proceeds, for God is more different from us
than “any angel or intelligence.” Therefore if this were how we
knew God, we would not know the divine essence.?

Thomas begins his reply by stating that he does not agree with
Avicenna, and that other philosophers disagree with him as well.
Thomas probably refers here to Alexander of Aphrodisias and
Averroés, whose positions on knowledge of separate substances he
has summarized, with qualified approval, in the body of the
article. For just as they maintain that one knows separate
substances when the (separate) agent intellect is united with the
human soul as its form, so also, mutatis mutandis, Thomas
maintains that in the beatific vision, God will be united to the
human intellect as its form. Thomas rejects the position that he
attributes here to Avicenna: that the intellect cannot know

LIV Sent., d. 49,q. 2,a. 1.
% Iid., obj. 9.
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another essence except by means of some likeness in itself. But
Thomas adds, “unless perhaps we wish to say that Avicenna
understands the knowledge of separate substances insofar as they
are known by the habits of the speculative sciences and of the
likenesses of things.” On this view, any mental representation by
which one knew something about God, even if derived from sense
data, would be an impression of God, merely because it is less
simple and less spiritual than God. Thomas probably has in mind
here a position that he attributes to Aristotle: that through
abstraction from sense data and syllogistic reasoning, one can
arrive at a certain refined (but natural) knowledge of separate
substances, the most sublime and felicitous knowledge possible in
this life.?® But that is not how Thomas interprets Avicenna in the
body of the article.

Thomas cites Avicenna’s opinion also in his commentary on
Boethius’s De Trinitate. Reviewing the various ways in which one
might know something, Thomas notes that one might see
something through a form that does not come from the object by
abstraction, but rather is impressed by the object on the knower,
“as Avicenna says that we know the intelligences through their
impressions in us.” In that case, “the thing is simpler than the
likeness through which it is known.”* But Thomas argues that no
likeness of God impressed on the human intellect would suffice
for quidditative knowledge of God, since God “infinitely
surpasses every created form.”*’

To what passage in Avicenna does Thomas refer? In both
critical editions of the commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate—
Bruno Decker’s and the Leonine edition—the editors cite here a

%7 1bid., ad 9: “Ad nonum dicendum, quod dictum Avicennae quantum ad hoc non
sustinemus, quia ei etiam ab aliis philosophis in hoc contradicitur; nisi forte velimus dicere,
quod Avicenna intelligit de cognitione substantiarum separatarum, secundum quod
cognoscuntur per habitus scientiarum speculativarum, et similitudinum rerum.”

B Cf. ScG 111, c. 44.

* De Trin., q. 1, 2. 2: “siue sit impressa intelligenti ab eo, utpote quando res est simplicior
quam similitudo per quam cognoscitur, sicut Auicenna dicit quod intelligentias cognoscimus
per impressiones earum in nobis.” Thomas wrote the commentary 1257-58, during his first
Parisian regency.

% Ibid.
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passage from book 5 of Avicenna’s De anima regarding the agent
intellect.”® But in the Scriptum, Thomas refers to Avicenna’s
Metaphysics. Moreover, he gives no indication that he links the
idea of knowledge of separate substances through impression with
Avicenna’s theory about the agent intellect.’? The reference is
rather to a passage from book 3 of Avicenna’s Metaphysics
regarding the difference between cognition of material forms and
cognition of separate substances.”

The chapter from which this passage comes concerns the
similitude between quiddities in reality and in the mind. Since
there are both accidental and substantial forms in reality, must
there be both accidental and substantial forms in the intellect to
represent them? By insisting on the “intentional” character of
mental forms, Avicenna can show that all mental forms, as such,
are accidents, and that knowledge itself (scientia) is accidental.
The agent intellect and other separate substances seem to present
a special case. Since they are simple essences, not composites, how
can one distinguish a quiddity from the thing itself? Must the
mind become united with their very essence to know them?
Avicenna argues that the mind understands them not directly, by
their essence, but rather by “the intentions of their quiddities.”
The intellect must abstract material forms from matter to know
them, but separate substances impress their own forms upon the
intellect, as material forms would do too if they existed separately
(which, needless to say, they do not).**

What Thomas posits in both of these passages, I submit, is a
purely spiritual cognition that would result in 2 mediated vision
of God. But it is important to note that he posits it only

3! Expositio super librum Boethii De Trinitate, ed. Bruno Decker, editio altera (Leiden:
Brill, 1959), 65 n. 1. Leonine edition, p. 84, note to line 61. Cf. Avicenna, De anima V, c. 5,
in Avicenna Latinus, Liber de anima seu sextus de naturalibus IV-V, ed. S. Van Riet (Louvain:
Editions orientalistes; Leiden: Brill, 1968), pp- 126-27).

52 On that theory, see STh I, q. 84, a. 4. See also ScG 11, c. 76.

% As indicated in the apparatus fontium to the parallel text in the Ottawa edition of STh
Suppl., q. 92, a. 1, obj. 9 and resp.

3 Avicenna, Metaphysics 111, c. 8. See Avicenna Latinus, Liber de philosophia prima sive
scientia divina I-IV, ed. S. Van Riet (Louvain: Peeters; Leiden: Brill, 1977), p. 161, lines
14-16. Ibid., p. 162, lines 26-32.
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hypothetically. Moreover, in the passage from his commentary on
Boethius, Thomas adds that such knowledge does not occur at all
in via:

Nor is God known by us in this life through purely intelligible forms that have
some resemblance to him, because of the connaturality of our intellect toward
phantasms, as has been said. Hence it remains that God is known only through
the form of his effects.”

There is another passage in the Scriptum in which Thomas
refers to knowing God through impression rather than
abstraction, and in this case his use of the notion is affirmative.
The passage occurs in book 1, distinction 3, where Thomas asks
whether any created intellect can know God.*® He explains in the
body of the article that his question is not whether created
intellects can have an unmediated knowledge of the divine essence
(which he postpones until book 4), but whether God can be
known in any way. Thomas’s treatment of knowledge in this
article is therefore broad and nonspecific. In the remainder of the
response, he simply affirms that God is knowable, and goes on to
argue that created intellects can never know God to the extent
that God is knowable per se, and therefore can never comprehend
the divine essence, since knowledge of something is always
proportionate to the knower rather than to the known.”

% De Trin., q. 1, a. 2: “Nec etiam in statu huius uie cognoscitur Deus a nobis per formas
pure intelligibiles, que sint aliqua similitudo ipsius, propter connaturalitatem intellectus nostri
ad phantasmata, ut dictum est. Vnde relinquitur quod solummodo per effectus formam
cognoscatur.”

%1 Sent., d.3,q. 1,a. 1.

37 Ibid. That statement leaves the beatific vision within the scope of the article, since no
created intellect, according Thomas, even in the next life, can ever comprebend God: see IV
Sent., d.49,a.2,q.3;and STh 1, q. 12,a.7; 1, q. 12, a. 1, ad 1. Here I disagree with John F.
Wippel, in The Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquinas (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2000), 386: “Thomas’s answer as he sets it forth here is that God
can be known by us, but not in such a fashion that we can grasp or comprehend his essence.
Here we see foreshadowed a position Thomas will often defend in subsequent discussions: we
can know that God is, and what God is not, but not what God is” (emphasis added). But that
is how Thomas characterizes our indirect, 2 posteriori, sense-based knowledge of God in this
life, while even the vision of the divine essence in the next life, in his view, is not
comprehensive but only apprehensive.
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The five objections are designed to show that God cannot be
known in any way. According to the third, no intellect can know
God because things are known only through species, by which the
intellect is assimilated to its objects. But intelligible species
presuppose abstraction. Since God is entirely simple, no species
can be abstracted from God; and therefore we cannot know
God.*® In reply, Thomas argues that we can know both God and
the angels “not through abstraction, but through their impression
on our understanding.”*® Since any species exists in the knower in
a manner that befits the knower, Thomas explains, abstracted
species are simpler than their objects, while the impressed species
through which we know immaterial substances are less simple
than what they represent.*

This reply has puzzled scholars such as Ferdnand Van
Steenberghen and John F. Wippel.*! Its flavor seems unchar-
acteristic and too reminiscent of Platonic-Augustinian illumina-
tion. What does Thomas mean by “impression”? And is he
referring here (as he does in reply to the fifth argument) to a
supernatural mode of cognition?

Augustinian ideas of illumination are surely in the background.
As Wippel points out, Augustine says in the De libero arbitrio that
“notions” of happiness and of wisdom have been “impressed” by
God on our minds.** Moreover, Bonaventure refers to knowledge
of God by an impressed likeness when commenting, like Thomas,

#18ent., d. 3, q. 1, a. 1, obj. 3.

3 1bid., ad 3: “Unde non dicimur cognoscere ea per abstractionem, sed per impressionem
ipsorum in intelligentias nostras.”

* Species are said to be abstracted from known objects, but perhaps one should interpret
this “intentionally,” such that what is known by means of the species (i.c., the quiddity itself)
is abstracted from and simpler than the object itself. But even the reception of a species by a
sense organ is a kind of abstraction, inasmuch as the matter of the form is left behind. In any
case, the Scholastics sometimes conflate the quod of intellectual cognition (the quiddity) with
the guo (the intelligible species).

#! Fernand Van Steenberghen, Le probléme de Pexistence de Dieu dans les écrits de s.
Thomas d’Aquin, Philosophes Médiévaux 23 (Louvain-la-Neuve: L’Institut supérieur de
Philosophie, 1980), 20. Wippel, Metaphysical Thought, 386-87 n. 20.

* Augustine, De libero arbitrio 2.9.26.103 (CCL 29:254). Wippel, Metaphysical Thought,
387 n. 20. See also Augustine, De Trinitate 8.3.4 (CCL 50:272), where Augustine speaks of
an impressed notion of the good.
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on book 1, distinction 3, of the Sentences, and here Bonaventure
appeals to the authority of Augustine. Bonaventure concedes that
God cannot be known through an abstracted likeness, since such
likenesses are more spiritual than the objects from which they are
abstracted. But he argues that “the intellect is informed by a
certain knowledge [of God] that is a kind of likeness that is not
abstracted but impressed, being inferior to God because it is in an
inferior nature, yet superior to the soul insofar as it makes the
soul better.”*’ Here Bonaventure cites a text from De Trinitate in
which Augustine argues that we know God, just as we know
material objects, through some likeness in the soul (a position
analogous to Avicenna’s regarding knowledge of separate
substances).** It is clear from another passage in Bonaventure’s
commentary that he has in mind an innate idea of God inscribed
on the human intellect.”” But Thomas says that humans know
angels, as well as God, through impression, a reference that points
rather to Avicenna’s influence than to Augustine’s.

It is highly unlikely that Thomas is proposing a Platonic
docirine of illumination. He may have in mind a purely spiritual,
supernatural knowledge of God that is mediated by infused
species. But why go to such lengths to defend the nonspecific
position that God is knowable in some way? Since the problem
posed in the objection is that no species can be abstracted from
God because God is entirely simple, it is likely that when Thomas
refers to our knowing immaterial things not through abstraction
but “through their impression on our understanding,” he is
referring to any knowledge of an object attained by means of a
mental species that is less simple than the object.*® In that case,
even quite ordinary, natural, sense-based knowledge of God (if

* Bonaventure, I Sent., d. 3, p. 1, a. un., q. 1, obj. 5. Ibid., ad 5: “nihilominus tamen, dum
cognoscitur ab intellecty, intellectus informatur quadam notitia, quae est velut similitudo
quaedam non abstracta, sed impressa, inferior Deo, quia in natura inferiori est, superior tamen
anima, quia facit ipsam meliorem.”

** Augustine, De Trinitate 9.11.16 (CCL 50:307).

* Bonaventure, I Senz., d. 39, a. 1, q. 2, dictum post resp. Bonaventure quotes Augustine
here too, but the text is inauthentic. See also Itinerarium mentis in Dewm, c. 3, n. 4, where
Bonaventure states that counsel presupposes “an impressed notion of the supreme good.”

6 1 owe this suggestion to an anonymous reviewer.
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any such there be) would be attained “through an impression”
rather than through abstraction, and any species, phantasm, or
concept by means of which one understood God or an angel
would necessarily be an impression. This is indeed the alternative
(and improbable) reading of Avicenna’s theory that Thomas
proposes in book 4 of the Scriptum.¥’ If the last interpretation is
correct, Thomas must have borrowed the vocabulary and
conceptual apparatus of knowledge through “impression” from its
Augustinian and Avicennan settings but adapted it to fit his own
Aristotelian empiricism (and in so doing, deprived it of most of its
explanatory force).

The fifth argument is based on an analogical syllogism whose
major premise is from Aristotle: the intellect is to phantasms as
vision is to colors. But one cannot see anything without colors.
Therefore the intellect cannot know anything without phantasms.
But there can be no phantasms of God. For proof of this premise
(the minor of a second syllogism), Thomas quotes Isaiah 40:18:
“What image will you make of him?”** In reply, Thomas begins
by saying that Aristotle was talking about such cognition as is
connatural to us in this life.*” It is true that one cannot know God
in this way except through phantasms, and phantasms not of God
himself but of the effects of God. But this does not preclude a
higher, supernatural way of knowing God “through the influence
of divine light,” for which phantasms are not necessary.** Thomas
may be referring here to some infused, supernatural knowledge of
God that is possible in this life. Or he may be referring to the
beatific vision, which is supernatural too but not possible in this

life.
IV. THE LIMITATIONS OF MEDIATED VISION

Why should knowledge by impressed species be insufficient for
quidditative knowledge of God? And if such cognition were

Y IV Sent., d. 49, q. 2,a. 1, ad 9.
#18Sent., d. 3,q. 1, a. 1, obj. 5.
# Ibid., ad 5.

%0 Ibid.
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possible, what would its content be? What would one see by
mediated vision?

The only medium in the beatific vision is the medium sub quo:
God illumines the intellect, and thus disposes it for union.’! No
created form can adequately represent the divine essence, whether
as a medium a quo or as a medium quo. Thomas uses three kinds
of argument to show that one cannot know the divine essence in
this life.

First, there is a line of argument pertaining chiefly to specular,
externally mediated cognition. Thomas maintains that while God
is manifest in creatures as a cause is manifest in its effects,
creatures do not reveal the essence of the Creator because they do
not “equal the power of their cause” (non adaequantur virtuti suae
causae).’* This idea deserves detailed exposition, but the point is
that a form reveals what it is by what it does: the external efficacy
of an agent manifests the agent’s intrinsic power (virtus), which in
turn reflects its quiddity.”® But God does not reveal the divine
power in creation to this extent, for as creator, God is an
equivocal cause.”* Therefore causally inferred cognition shows
only that God is, not what God is.

Second, Thomas argues that no species that the mind has
abstracted from material things is adequate for quidditative
knowledge of any immaterial form, whether uncreated or created.
For however mentally separated from its material conditions a
material form may be, it is still a material form.” In the De
Veritate, Thomas mentions that the essence of angels, unlike that
of God, can be known “through certain intelligible species that
differ from their essence,” although not through species abstracted

LSTh 1, q. 12, a. 2, resp., ad finem; I, q. 12, a. 5.

32 De Trin., q. 1, a. 2. In De Trin., q. 6, a. 3, Thomas applies this argument to our
knowledge of separate substances (angels), since their sensible effects too do not equal the
power of the cause.

% De Trin., q. 1, a. 2.

* That is, a cause that produces a likeness inferior to itself, such that the resemblance
involves no common nature. The standard example of an equivocal cause in Scholasticism is
the sun as the source of sublunary generation, light, heat, etc. Thomas points out in STh I, q.
13, a. 5, ad 1 that God should really be called an analogical rather than an equivocal cause.

3 IV Sent., d. 49, q. 2, a. 1. ScG 111, c. 41.
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from phantasms.’® Clearly, Thomas has in mind here the

Avicennan model of vision by impression, but he may be referring
to how angels understand other angels, and not to how human
beings might understand angels.

Third, Thomas argues that no representative likeness in the
intellect, whatever its source, can ever be sufficient (as a medium
guo) for quidditative knowledge of God. This line of argument,
which is the most comprehensive in scope and renders the other
two strictly redundant, depends on the principle that the
representation or species by which one knows an object must be
a good likeness of it.

Thomas assumes that the species and the external essence that
it represents are comparable forms, and that one can know the
latter only if the former exactly resembles it.”” He notes that one
could not see white by means of a sensible species of yellow. But
he argues also that the two things, while formally the same, need
not (and usually do not) have the same mode of being.*® The form
by which one sees the redness of a red apple has a quite different
mode of being in the eye from that which the external sensible
form has in the apple. Hence the alteration (immutatio) that a
corporeal form engenders when it replicates itself in matter (as
when fire makes something hot) is quite different from the
alteration whereby the form communicates itself to the senses.
Thomas characterizes alteration that produces sensation, whether
such alteration occurs in the intervening medium or in the sense
organ itself, as intentional or spiritual; and he characterizes the
alteration by which material forms replicate themselves in matter
as material or natural.’® A sensible form may affect the sense
organ materially as well, but that is accidental to sensory

*¢ De Verit., q. 10, a. 11.

57 This line of argument becomes obscure and perhaps circular if, with some modern
Thomistic scholars, one construes the resemblance between interior species and external form
in a purely intentional manner, reducing the resemblance to a correspondence of the sort that
we expect in DNA or in computer information. (Nothing in the redhead’s genes need actually
be like redness.)

B IV Sent., d. 49, q. 2, a. 1.

¥ IV Sent., d. 44, q. 2, a. 1, qcla. 3; ibid., ad 2. STh 1, q. 78, a. 3; I11, q. 22, a. 3; 11 De
anima, c. 14 (Leonine edition, vol. 45.1).
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cognition and may even obstruct it (as when a bright light dazzles
the eye).*

Thomas uses several arguments to show that no mental
likeness, from whatever source, is adequate for quidditative
knowledge of God. The gist of all of them is that a mental likeness
is a created form, and that no created form is sufficiently like
God. In his commentary on book 4 of the Sentences, Thomas
distinguishes between the modus essendi and ratio speciei of the
representative species. A species in the knower need not (and
usually does not) have the same mode of being as the external
form has, but it must have the same ratio speciei. Since any
created thing is like God neither in species nor in genus but only
by analogy,®! no species in a created intellect can serve as the
means by which one knows the divine essence.®* Thomas uses
essentially the same argument in his gloss on 1 Corinthians 13:12
and in the Compendium Theologiae.*® In his commentary on
Boethius’s De Trinitate, Thomas observes simply that “any
likeness impressed on the human intellect would not suffice to
make God’s essence known, since that infinitely exceeds every
created form. For this reason, God is not accessible to the intellect
through any created form, as Augustine says.”®* Thomas has in
mind a familiar auctoritas, apparently not authentic, in which

0 STh I-11, q. 22, a. 2, ad 3. See also IV Sent., d. 14, q. 1, a. 1, qcla. 6, ad 2.

1 On species, genus, and analogy as progressively remote modes of unity, see Aristotle,
Metaph. 5.1016b31-1017a3. See also De partibus animalium 645b27-28 and 645b3-8.
Aristotle’s analogia is a relational resemblance, such that A is to B as C is to D, and not
analogy in the peculiarly Scholastic sense (a modus loquendi between equivocity and
univocity).

21V Sent., d. 49, q. 2, a. 1. Here Thomas outlines a scale of defectiveness: (1) things in
the same species with different intensities, such as two white things with different degrees of
whiteness; (2) things in the same genus but in different species; and (3) things in different
genera that are analogically akin, such as a likeness of a man and a likeness of his whiteness
insofar as both are beings.

% InI Cor., c. 13, lect. 4. Comp. Theol. 1, c. 105.

* De Trin., q. 1, a. 2: “Similitudo etiam quecumque impressa ab ipso in intellectum
humanum non sufficeret ad hoc quod faceret eius essentiam cognosci, cum in infinitum
excedat quamlibet formam creatam, ratione cuius intellectui per formas creatas peruius non
potest esse Deus, ut Augusiinus dicit.”
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Augustine says that God “escapes every form of our
understanding.”®*

In the Summa Theologiae, Thomas presents three arguments to
prove that one cannot know the divine essence through any
mental likeness.®® The first is an argument from authority.
Dionysius says that one cannot know superior things “through
likenesses of the inferior order of things” (per similitudines
inferioris ordinis rerum).®” For example, Thomas explains, “the
essence of an incorporeal thing cannot be known through the
species of a body.” The auctoritas is ambiguous, for one can
construe the genitive in two ways (as in “pictures of Picasso”).
Notwithstanding Thomas’s example (which is reminiscent of his
critique of Avempace),®® he takes the dictum to refer not only to
likenesses resembling and representing inferior things, but to any
likeness that in itself belongs to the inferior order. Thus he
proceeds with the following argument a fortiori: “How much less,
therefore, can the essence of God be seen through any created
species whatsoever.”

- The other two arguments likewise eliminate any mental
likeness as an adequate means. Since God’s essence is the same as
his being, no created form can match or represent his essence.
Furthermore, the divine essence is boundless, containing in itself
“super-eminently” and at once every perfection that a created
intellect is able to signify or to understand separately, such as
wisdom, power, and being. No created species can represent such
an essence because every created form is limited and determinate.
Thomas uses similar arguments when commenting on John 1:18.¢°

¢ Cf. ibid., obj. 2: “Set sicut dicit Angustinus, Deus omnem formam nostri intellectus
subterfugit.” Thomas replies (ad 2) that Augustine is speaking of knowing what God is (quid
est), not of knowing whether God is (@n sit). Thomas ascribes the same auctoritas to Augustine
elsewhere: 11l Sent., d. 24, a. 2, qcla. 1, resp.; De Verit., q. 2, a. 1, obj. 10; and De Pot., q. 7,
a. 5, obj. 13.

% STh 1, q. 12, a. 2. Thomas uses similar arguments in ScG 111, c. 49 to show that angels
cannot know the divine essence through knowing their own essence. When he turns to how
human beings know the divine essence in c. 51, he merely refers to the earlier discussion of
angelic cognition.

¢ Cf. Dionysius De divinis nominibus 1 (PG 3:588).

BV Sent., d. 49, q. 2, a. 1. ScG 111, c. 41.
¢ In Ioan., c. 1, lect. 11.



524 SPIRITUAL COGNITION IN THOMAS AQUINAS

LENED 18 .U

divine essence only by an unmediated vision, in which God unites
God’s self to the intellect as an intelligible form. But suppose,
even per impossibile, that one could see God in some way by
mediated vision, in the manner envisaged in the Avicennan
theory: that one could see God through impressed, “purely
intelligible” species. Thomas posits species in a knower as the
medium quo by which an external object is directly known, and
the direct object of such vision is something that is known
quidditatively: in sensory cognition, it is an external accidental
form. Impressed species are insufficient for a vision of the divine
essence. But what would one see? The object would not be the
divine essence, but neither would it be a created form (although
the intelligible species by which one saw it would be a created
form).

Thomas has an answer to this question. Someone who saw God
through impressed species would see not the essence of God but
some lesser, attenuated vision of God’s brilliance: “Hence even
some who maintain that one can see the divine essence only in
this way [i.e., by an impressed likeness] have said that it is not the
essence itself that will be seen [in the beatific vision], but a certain
brightness [fulgor], which is like its radiance.””® Thomas gives no
clue as to the identity of those against whom he is arguing. -
Commenting on 1 Corinthians, he describes what would be seen
as a “refulgence of [God’s] brightness.””' In the seventh
Quodlibet, Thomas points out that the received species of a stone
allows us to see the stone quidditatively and directly only because
it represents the stone completely. Thus if one could see God
through an impressed species, one would not see the divine
essence directly because the mental representation would be
incomplete. Rather, one would see a shadow (umbra) of God, for
the species would be received according to the mode of the

The point of these arguments is to show that one can know the

71V Sent. d. 49, q. 2, a. 1: “Unde etiam quidam ponentes divinam essentiam solum per
hunc modum videri, dixerunt, quod ipsa essentia non videbitur, sed quidam fulgor, quasi
radius ipsius.”

' In I Cor., c. 13, lect. 4: “ per quamdam refulgentiam claritatis suae.”
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recipient.”” Just as color, as attenuated light (lux obumbrata),
represents light in the eye, so the impressed species would
represent God in the mind.”” 1 take it that the refulgence or
shadow would have no existence prior to or independent of its
being seen. It would be nothing more than a limited way of seeing
God’s self.

Thomas’s account of the mediated vision of God is similar to
Gregory the Great’s account of contemplation, with which
Thomas was familiar.”* Working within a framework of ideas
taken from Augustine, Gregory expounds a notion of contem-
plation as an interior mental ascent to the Godhead. Such
contemplation is possible only for someone who has suppressed
the data of the senses and returned within the mind.”” Gregory
uses metaphors of light to characterize what is seen, although he
casts his account of contemplation in theologically negative and
morally heroic terms. He interprets Jacob’s wrestling with an
angel as an allegory of contemplation.”® Purified by tears of
compunction, the mind reaches up to the heights of contem-
plation, but it is dragged down again and falls back into its
mundane condition, providentially learning a vital lesson in
humility. Like Jacob, contemplatives must limp through their
mundane life.

Yet even at the height of its ascent, according to Gregory, what
the mind contemplates is not God “in his brightness” or “what he
himself is,” but rather something “under” that brightness or
“under” God.” Commenting on Ezekiel 2:1-—*“a vision of the
likeness of the glory of the Lord”—Gregory points out that what
is seen is not God’s glory itself but rather a likeness of that glory.”®

2 Quodl. 7,q.1,a. 1.

73 Tbid. On the theory that color is lux obumbrata (attenuated light), see 11 Sent., d. 14,
a. 1, qcla. 3.

" Cf. De Trin., q. 1, a. 2; In Ioan., c. 1, lect. 11; STh Ti-11, q. 180, a. 5, obj. 2.

7S For a summary of Gregory’s theory, see Cuthbert Butler, Western Mysticism (2d ed.;
London: Constable, 1927), 91-133.

7¢ Gregory, In Hiezech. II, Homilia 2.12-13 (CCL 142:232-34).

77 Ibid. 2.14 (CCL 142:235; see also 142:234).

7% Gregory, In Hiezech. I, Hom. 8.30 (CCL 142:120).
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Although “holy men raise themselves up in lofty contemplation,”
they “cannot see God as he is.””’

V. KNOWLEDGE OF GOD BEFORE THE FALL

In his commentary on the book 2 of the Sentences, and again
in his Quaestiones Disputatae De Veritate, Thomas attributes to
Adam before the Fall a way of knowing God that fits the
definition of spiritual cognition outlined above. The aim in such
discussions is to show that Adam’s way of knowing God was in
some sense a middle way between our present, fallen manner of
knowing and the beatific vision.*

In the Scriptum, responding to the question whether Adam in
Paradise saw the divine essence, Thomas argues that one may see
something in three ways: (1) through its own essence, as the eye
sees light; (2) through some effect that it engenders in the mind
of the seer, as when the eye sees a stone through the stone’s
likeness in itself; or (3) through some external object of vision, as
one sees someone else’s face in a mirror.®!

God sees his own self in the first way. The light of glory
supernaturally raises both angels and human beings to this way of
seeing God in the beatific vision.

The angels are naturally able to see God in the second way
(i.e., through an inner likeness), for the light of their own intellect
is a likeness of the uncreated light. “By knowing the light of their
own nature, which is a likeness of the uncreated light, they see
God.”

After the Fall, human beings know God in the third way. Here
one knows God through some effect outside the intellect, whether
the effect is natural or spiritual. Thus the philosophers achieve
some knowledge of God by natural cognition, through under-
standing created things. And through faith, one believes in things
that have been revealed to others “through the influence of

7 Gregory, Moraliz 31.51.101 (CCL 143B:1619).

11 Sent., d. 23, q. 2, a. 1. De Verit., q. 18, a. 1, ad 1. Cf. Bonaventure, I Senz., d. 3, p. 1,
a. un., q. 3.

8111 Sent., d. 23, q. 2, a. 1.



PHILIP L. REYNOLDS 527

spiritual light.” In both cases, Thomas adds, one sees God as if
through a mirror, as Paul says.

Yet before the Fall, Adam was so elevated by grace that, like
the angels, he knew God in the second way, that is, through
“some effect flowing into the intellect of the seer” rather than
“through some effect outside the mind of the seer, in which a
divine likeness is produced.” Such knowledge of God is natural
for the angels but supernatural among human beings. Here
Thomas uses an argument a fortiori: even after the Fall, some
contemplatives who are worthy of “divine revelations” know God
in this way; how much more so did Adam in the state of original
justice.®?

Thomas presents a similar account of Adam’s prelapsarian
knowledge of God in the disputed questions De Veritate, again in
an article on whether before sin Adam knew the essence of God.
Peter Lombard says that before sin Adam saw God “without a
medium” (sine medio). But according to Thomas, that does not
imply that Adam saw the divine essence, for (as we have seen)
there are different kinds of cognitive medium.® After sin, human
beings need a medium a quo o know God: they can know God
only through creatures, by indirect, specular cognition, as St. Paul
explains in Romans 1:20. But human beings did not need a
medium of this sort before the first sin, although they did need
something analogous to sensible species in vision, that is, a
medium quo. It is only as a result of sin that one needs an
intermediate object (medium a quo) to know God:

Man did not need this medium [i.e., a medium a guo] in the state of innocence,
but he did require the medium that is like a species [i.e., a medinm quo| of what
is seen. This is because he saw God through some spiritual light divinely infused
into the human mind, which was a kind of expressed likeness of the uncreated
light.*

% Tbid.

% De Verit., q. 18, a. 1, ad 1.

% Ibid.: “Hoc autem medio non indigebat homo in statu innocentiae; indigebat autem
medio quod est quasi species rei visae quia per aliquod spirituale lumen menti hominis
influxum divinitus, quod erat quasi similitudo expressa lucis increatae, Deum videbat.”
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What Thomas characterizes as light in this passage is not, as
usual, a medium sub quo (the mind’s power to make things
intelligible) but a medium guo, which functions as a mental
species. While fallen human beings need all three media, Thomas
argues, Adam needed only a medium sub quo and a medium quo
to know God before he sinned, while the blessed need only a
medium sub quo.”

Although Thomas says here that before sin human beings did
not need specular cognition to know God, he believes that they
knew God in this way as well. Thus in the following article, he
asks whether Adam in the condition of innocence also knew God
through creatures. He answers yes. Adam knew God “through an
internal inspiration from the irradiation of divine wisdom,” and
thus through a “spiritual likeness impressed on his mind” rather
than “from visible creatures.” But Adam also knew God through
the senses and phantasms. Hence his knowledge of God was
twofold, being like that of the angels in one way (for they know
God through an “internal inspiration”), and like our own, fallen
knowledge in another way. Because Adam already knew from
within what he found without, specular cognition then was not
the same as it is now. In us, specular cognition is like the inquiry
of someone who discovers the truth, by proceeding from the
known to the unknown. In Adam, it was like the process of
remembering, whereby someone who already knows the truth
habitually (as a science) proceeds from things actually known to
things that have been known.%

VI. PRELAPSARIAN COGNITION AND PHANTASMS

In spiritual cognition of God, one would know God by means
of an intelligible form that God himself has impressed directly on
one’s intellect, and the function of that form would be the same
in relation to the knower and to the known as that of intelligible
or sensible species in one’s direct cognition of created forms and

% Thid.
% De Verit., q. 18, a. 2.
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substances. Prelapsarian contemplation of God, as described in the
Scriptum and the De Veritate, is clearly spiritual cognition as
defined above. Thomas himself compares the infused influence by
which Adam would have known God to sensible species in sight.

Yet in the Boethian commentary, having hypothetically
considered cognition through impressed species, Thomas argues
that in this life one cannot know God “through purely intelligible
forms that have some resemblance to him, because of the
connaturality of our intellect toward phantasms.” Therefore, he
concludes, “God is known only through the form of his effects”
(i.e., through inference from external, corporeal creatures).®’

In speaking of knowing God through “purely intelligible
forms,” Thomas may be referring to intellectual cognition that
occurs without recourse to phantasms, or he may be distinguishing
immaterial forms from material forms considered in abstraction
from their material conditions. Elsewhere he argues against the
theory (which he attributes to Avempace) that one can arrive at
knowledge of immaterial quiddities (and thus of separate
substances) merely by taking abstraction of material quiddities to
its ultimate extent (i.e., to the point at which a quiddity is no
longer a quiddity of something).®

If one assumes that in referring to the life of wayfarers (status
huius viae) in this passage from the Boethian commentary Thomas
includes the state of “original justice,”® there is some
inconsistency between what he says here and what he says about
prelapsarian cognition. Yet one can resolve most of the dissonance
if one assumes that even in prelapsarian cognition of God,
according to Thomas, the intellect depends on phantasms, at least
as mental symbols if not as sources of information. Three pieces
of circumstantial evidence support this interpretation.

First, in the De Veritate, discussing whether Adam knew the
essence of angels before he sinned, Thomas argues that, even
then, the human intellect could know only by “inspecting”

¥ De Trin., q. 1, a. 2.

8 See IV Sent., d. 49, q. 2, a. 1 (critique of Avempace).

8 Cf. De Verit., q. 18, a. 5, where Thomas argues that even before the Fall, Adam’s mode
of cognition was essentially that of one in via.
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phantasms.”® He concedes that the intellect might be made
supernaturally capable of receiving knowledge in another way, as
the body can be modified by a miracle. But even before sin, he
argues, Adam’s condition was that of someone in vig. In this life,
grace may make one capable of knowing some intelligible object
(such as the Trinity) that one could not know by reason alone, but
one’s manner of knowing remains essentially the same. Adam’s
proper manner of knowing, like ours, was to know through
phantasms, and such cognition would not have sufficed for
quidditative knowledge of angels. If Adam knew the essence of
angels, therefore, he must have done so in a rapture. Thomas
mentions in the same article that Adam enjoyed infused
knowledge of God.”

Second, Thomas argues in the Sumima Theologiae that even the
most sublime, purely “intellectual” forms of prophecy involve the
use the phantasms, because it is “connatural to man according to
the state of the present life” that he cannot understand without
them.” To analyze the means and modes of prophecy, Thomas
considers two aspects of cognition: the intrinsic powers of the
human intellect, characterized here as intellectual light; and the
basic data with which the intellect works, namely, phantasms.”
God may supernaturally supplement human knowledge by
enhancing either the intellectual light or the phantasms that the
light illumines; and God may supernaturally enhance phantasms
either by presenting real external objects that are outside the
normal course of nature or by introducing nonveridical phantasms
directly into the imagination. Thomas regards that mode of
prophecy in which there is only a new light of understanding,
applied to the common data of the senses, as the most excellent
and sublime, for he construes it (notwithstanding its dependence
on phantasms) as purely “intellectual.””*

*0 Ibid.

*1 1bid., ad 10.

°2 §Th II-11, q. 174, a. 2, ad 4: “connaturale est homini secundum statum praesentis vitae,
ut non intelligat sine phantasmate.”

% 8Th1,q.12,a. 13; II-1], q. 173, a. 2.

% STh 1111, q- 174, a. 2.
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In an unusual passage, Thomas mentions that God may cause
prophetic revelation “by impressing intelligible species on the
mind itself, as is evident regarding those who receive knowledge
or wisdom, such as Solomon and the Apostles.” But we must
presume that even in that case, according to Thomas, supernatural
understanding depends upon phantasms.

The third piece of evidence pertains to contemplation, to
which Thomas himself compares prelapsarian cognition.
Commenting on John 1:18 (“No one has ever seen God”), he
seems to imply that contemplative cognition is purely spiritual.
He explains that there are four ways in which one may be said to
see God in this life. First, God may reveal himself in a special way
through some created, external object, as when Abraham saw the
three men (Gen 18:4). Second, one may see God through an
imaginary representation (a nonveridical phantasm), as in
prophetic visions. Third, one may see God through an intelligible
species abstracted from sense data, as when someone gains an
insight into the magnitude of God through considering the
magnitude of creatures (Wis 13:5; Rom 1:20). Fourth, God may
be seen “through some spiritual light infused into spiritual minds
in contemplation.” Such was the vision, Thomas explains,
whereby Jacob saw God “face to face” (Gen 32:30), and which
according to Gregory occurs to those engaged in “lofty
contemplation.””

Yet in the Summa Theologiae, responding to a text from the
Moralia in which Gregory speaks of contemplatives withdrawing
within themselves and leaving behind the “shadows of corporeal
things,” Thomas argues that even such contemplation depends on
phantasms. According to Thomas, Gregory does not mean that
contemplation is entirely free from the shadows of corporeal
things, but that it should not remain in them (i.e., it should treat
them as unnoticed mirrors). While knowing them, it should reach

** Ibid.

% In Ioan., c. 1, lect. 11. This commentary (an unedited reportatio) probably dates from
the second Parisian regency. On “lofty contemplation” (alta contemplatio), cf. Gregory,
Moralia 31.51.101 (CCL 143B:1619).
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beyond them toward intelligible truth.”” Thomas is not really the
sensualist that he has become in popular theological imagination.
The less one is aware of sensible things and images, in his view,
the better. But he maintains that all knowledge in this life depends
in some way on phantasms, and that phantasms properly repre-
sent sensible creatures, and represent God only very deficiently,
as mental symbols that are more unlike than like God.

It seems that, in Thomas’s view, the “connaturality” of one’s
cognitive dependence on phantasms rules out the possibility of
any purely spiritual cognition in this life, grace notwithstanding.
In natural knowledge, that dependence is congruent with a mode
of cognition based on sensory information. Although the intellect,
by means of intelligible species, knows quiddities in abstraction
from their material conditions, what it sees are material forms,
and it cannot actually think of them except as instantiated in
phantasms (much as a geometer cannot reason without dia-
grams).”® In spiritual cognition, on the contrary, the mind is
informed by an interior, spiritual influence, and the object of such
cognition is not a material form but God. But even then, the mind
needs phantasms, at least to think about what it knows. In short,
Adam achieved spiritual cognition, according to Thomas, but not
purely spiritual cognition.

VIIL. PRELAPSARIAN COGNITION AND INFERENCE

Thomas distinguishes categorically between the indirect,
inferential knowledge of a cause through its effects, and the direct
knowledge of something by means of a mental likeness. That is
why, in two early works, he introduces the notion of knowledge
through impressed species as well as arguing that one cannot
reach quidditative knowledge of God by inference from created
effects. In the Summa Theologiae, he argues that the intelligible
species is a guo and not a guod of understanding: a means, not an
object. Needless to say, one can know the species, in his view, or

%7 STh 1I-11, q. 180, a. 5, obj. 2 and ad 2.
®STh1,q.84,a. 7.
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he would not be discussing it. But Thomas argues that one knows
about the species only through a secondary, reflexive act of
cognition.” If one knows an object, X, by means of an intelligible
species, Y, one’s knowledge of X is prior to one’s knowledge of
Y, and the latter is not necessary for the former. The opposite is
the case in objectively mediated knowledge: one knows the
medium first, and thereby knows the ultimate object. Even in
cases of simple specular cognition (where one knows the image
and its object at once) or of cognition through unnoticed mirrors,
the priorities are essentially the same. Here there is no direct
knowledge of the object in relation to which knowledge of the
medium would be secondary and reflexive.

Prelapsarian cognition, on Thomas’s analysis, was vision-like
inasmuch as the mediating likeness of God was spiritual, not
corporeal, and above all inasmuch as it was inside, not outside,
the seer’s intellect. But does that likeness function as a medium
quo, as if it were a mental species, i1 every respect? There is some
evidence that Thomas considers such cognition to involve a
special kind of inference, in which self-knowledge precedes
knowledge of the source. And if he is being consistent, that should
distinguish the interior medium in prelapsarian cognition from the
intelligible species in one’s direct cognition of external things.

First, Thomas says that the prelapsarian cognition that Adam
enjoyed by grace belongs naturally to the angels, and he
sometimes construes the angels’ natural knowledge of God as
based on self-knowledge. Second, his account of prelapsarian
cognition in the Summa Theologiae is subtly different from that
in earlier works and seems to presuppose that Adam’s distinctive
manner of knowing God was introspective but specular.

According to Thomas’s analysis, the angel knows God through
the natural illumination of its own intellect, and Thomas con-
strues this innate form as a medium quo. Thus he explains in the
Summa contra Gentiles that the angel knows God through itself
insofar as a likeness of the cause in the effect is itself a form by
which (forma gua) the effect knows the cause. Likewise, a box or

2 STh1,q. 85,2. 2.
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chest, if it were intelligent, might know through its own form the
art by which it was made, for its form resembles the art.’®
Thomas does not regard such mediation as mirror-like. In the
same passage, by contrast, he argues that one angel knows God
through another angel simply by seeing both the effect itself and
the cause in the effect with a single act of cognition, as one sees
someone else in a mirror, rather than by reasoning from effect to
cause, as happens when one uses g posteriori demonstration.

Yet even in his earliest treatment of prelapsarian cognition,
Thomas says that the angels see God introspectively “by knowing
the light of their own nature, which is a likeness of the uncreated
light.”** And in the Summa contra Gentiles, discussing whether
one could know the divine essence by knowing angels, Thomas
explains that the angel knows God by knowing itself, although in
the same passage he construes the interior likeness as a medium
quo of vision:

The separate intellectual substance, by knowing its own essence, knows also that
which is above itself. . . . This must be so especially when that which is above
itself is its cause, since a likeness of a cause must be found in its effects. Hence,
since God is the cause of all created intellectual substances . . . it is necessary that
separate intellectual substances, by knowing their own essence, also know God
himself by way of a certain vision. For that thing whose likeness exists in the
intellect is known to the intellect by way of vision, just as a likeness of something
seen corporeally is in the sense of the one who sees.'®

It makes no difference to Thomas, it seems, whether one
construes the angel’s innate illumination as a medium quo of
vision or as an intermediate object of knowledge (as if it were an
interior medium in quo).

19 8¢G 1, c. 49.

10411 Sent., d. 23, q. 2, a. 1.

192 80G 1L, c. 41: “Dictum est enim in secundo libro quod intellectualis substantia separata,
cognoscendo essentiam suam, cognoscit et quod est supra se. . . . Quod praecipue necesse est
si illud quod est supra ipsam, sit causa eius: cum oporteat in effectibus similitudinem invenire
causae. Unde, cum Deus sit causa omnium substantiarum intellectualium creatarum . . .
necesse est quod intellectuales substantiae separatae, cognoscendo suam essentiam, cognoscant
per modum visionis cuiusdam ipsum Deum: res enim illa per intellectum visionis modo
cognoscitur, cuius similitudo in intellectu existit, sicut et similitudo rei corporaliter visae est
in sensu videntis.”
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In the Prima Pars of the Summa Theologiae, Thomas seems to
construe Adam’s prelapsarian cognition as specular and
inferential, albeit introspective. He seems no longer to distinguish,
as he did in earlier works, between Adam’s knowing God in a
created form, as in a mirror, and Adam’s knowing God by a form,
as by a medium quo. Thomas’s guiding thought is still that
prelapsarian knowledge of God was akin to that of the angels, but
he now construes it as based on contemplation of certain
“intelligible effects”:

Hence the first man was not impeded by exterior things from a clear and firm
contemplation of intelligible effects, which he perceived by an irradiation of first
truth, whether by natural or by graced cognition. Hence Augustine says in Book
XI of the De Genesi ad litteram that “perhaps God used formerly to speak to the
first human beings as he speaks to the angels, by illumining their minds with
unchangeable truth, albeit not by so great a participation in the divine essence
as that of which angels are capable.”"”

The contrast made in the first sentence between exterior things
and intelligible effects implies that the latter were within Adam’s
mind. The “irradiation of first truth” seems to be the medium sub
guo under which Thomas understood these interior effects. It is
interesting that Thomas now allows that Adam may have enjoyed
such insight even naturally.

In the same article, again responding to Peter Lombard’s
assertion that Adam knew God sine medio, Thomas argues that
Adam did not need to reach knowledge of God by reasoned
inference from effects, as one would use a middle term in a
syllogism to reach an unknown conclusion. Rather, Adam saw
God at once in God’s effects, and especially in the “intelligible
effects,” as one might see a man’s image in a mirror."** If these
intelligible effects were within Adam’s mind, Thomas is now
construing even prelapsarian cognition as essentially mirror-like.

18 8Th 1, q. 94, a. 1: “Unde homo primus non impediebatur per res exteriores a clara et
firma contemplatione intelligibilium effectuum, quos ex irradiatione primae veritats
percipiebat sive naturali cognitione sive gratuita. Unde dicit Augustinus in XI Super Genesim

ad litr. fc. 33], quod “fortassis Deus primis hominibus antea loquebatur, sicut cum angelis
loquitur, ipsa incommutabili veritate illustrans mentes eorum; . . . etsi non tanta participatione

9

divinae essentiae, quantam capiunt angeli’.
% 8Th1,q. 94,a. 1,ad 3.
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These differences from his earlier treatments of prelapsarian
cognition may reflect some development in his thought (for he
composed the Prima Pars in Rome, 1265-68). But Thomas does
not seem to recognize any distinction between (a) the mind’s
knowing God via reflection on spiritual influences within itself (a
knowledge perhaps mediated by phantasms) and (b) the mind’s
knowing God in a vision-like manner, such that the interior
spiritual influence functions as a medium guo.

VIIE. CONCLUSION

There is no doubt that Thomas attributed spiritual cognition to
Adam before the Fall (and presumably to Eve too, but she usually
gets left out of these discussions). In such cognition, as in the
higher levels of contemplation, God represents God’s self to the
mind rather by means of an infused, spiritual influence than by
means of external objects or phantasms; and the function of the
interior influence is the same as (or at least closely analogous to)
that of cognitive species in one’s natural knowledge of created,
material forms.

Thus far, prelapsarian or contemplative cognition seems to be
the same as the mediated vision of God that Thomas posits
hypothetically (citing Avicenna) in the Scriptum and the Super
Boetium De Trinitate. But further scrutiny suggests two possible
differences.

First, it seems that in Thomas’s view prelapsarian cognition
(unlike the hypothetical mediated vision) was inferential, such
that Adam’s cognition of the infused, interior influence was prior
to his knowledge of its source. On this view, the function of the
infused influence in prelapsarian cognition is like but not exactly
the same as that of a medium quo in sensory vision or in the
intellection of simple quiddities. But this difference is tenuous, for
one might argue that the distinction between formal and objective
mediation is less clear than I have assumed here.'”

15 Cf. Robert Pasnau, Theories of Cognition in the Later Middle Ages (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), 200-219: Pasnau argues that Thomas’s positon on
cognitive species presupposes an “act-object doctrine,” such that the species is in some sense
an object of the mind.
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Second, there is some fairly strong (if not quite conclusive)
evidence that Thomas assumed that prelapsarian cognition, unlike
the hypothetical mediated vision, was dependent on phantasms.
Thus one may reasonably conclude that Thomas construed
prelapsarian cognition as spiritual but not as purely spiritual.

Both of these conclusions would raise further questions. Why
did Thomas construe the infused spiritual influence in prelap-
sarian cognition, like the sensible species in sight, as a medium
quo? What was the point of the equation? In what sense,
according to Thomas, was prelapsarian or contemplative cog-
nition a vision of God? Did he believe that Adam, like the
hypothetical subject of the mediated vision of God, had witnessed
God’s radiance or shadow? Did he believe that contemplatives
enjoyed vision of this sort? That is not improbable, for in his
commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate, Thomas quotes Pope
Gregory’s gloss on Genesis 32:30 (“I have seen the Lord face to
face”) when describing the most sublime, grace-assisted heights of
the via negativa: “The vision of the soul, when it reaches out
toward God, is beaten back by the dazzling brilliance of his
immensity.”"'%

APPENDIX: RAPTURE

Rapture, according to Thomas, is an extraordinary, pre-
mortem vision of the divine essence attained while the subject is
in a trance. The term “rapture” comes from 2 Corinthians 12:2-4,
where St. Paul recounts how he was “caught up” (raptus) into the
third heaven. Thomas believes that Moses as well as Paul
experienced rapture.'”” He concedes that Adam may have seen the
divine essence in a rapture too, during his “deep sleep” (sopor),'®®

1% De Trin., q. 1, a. 2: “. . . in Glosa Gregorii ‘Visus anime cum in Deum intenditur,
immensitatis coruscatione reuerberatur’.” Cf. Glossa ordinaria, Gen. 32:30 (Strassburg edition
[1480-81, repr. Turnhout, 1992}, vol. 1, p. 83); and Gregory, Moralia 24.6.12 (CCL
143B:1196).

Y7 De Verit., q. 18, a. 1,ad 13; 8Th I, q. 12, a. 11, ad 2.

15 STh 1, q. 94, a. 1. See also De Verit., q. 18, a. 1, ad 13 and 14. The suggestion that
Adam’s deep sleep was a rapture springs from the patristic theory that his sleep must have
been a prophetic trance, because of St. Paul’s interpretation of Gen 2:23-24 as a reference to
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although he says that one cannot be certain about this: perhaps
Adam was elevated only so far as to grasp the divine mysteries at
a more profound level.'”

Any person in a higher state of contemplation may be loosely
described as rapt, and St. Paul’s rapture, Thomas says, can be
construed as the “supreme degree of contemplation in the present
life.”"® But even contemplation is normally mediated by
phantasms, at least of imaginary objects.""!

Rapture is not an exception to the rule that one cannot know
God’s essence in this life, according to Thomas, for the rapt
person is temporarily absent.''? He or she is insensible, with vital
signs reduced to a minimum.'” More precisely, the rapt person is
still “potentially” in this life, inasmuch as the soul is still united to
the body as its form, but he or she is not “actually” in this life,
inasmuch as the mind is no longer using the body’s senses or even
the imagination.'**

An anonymous fourteenth-century novella tells how a Beguine
experienced rapture as she sat in a corner of a church. So caught
up was she that the people carried her away and wanted to bury
her. Her confessor insisted that she was alive, but they could find
no signs of life in her. When she returned to normal, she said,
“Oh, poor me, I am here again.”'® It may have been the
prevalence at a popular level of such stories and experiences that
led Thomas to discuss rapture at length in the Swmma
Theologiae.'"*

Christ and the Church (Eph 5:32): see Philip L. Reynolds, Marriage in the Western Church
(Leiden: Brill, 1994), 284-87.

199 De Verit., q. 18, a. 1, ad 14.

10 §7h 1L, 4. 180, a. 5.

111 1hid., ad 2.

2 De Verit., q. 10, a. 11.

3 §Th 111, q. 175, a. 4.

4 §1h 11-11, q. 180, a. 5.

185 Sister Catherine Treatise, trans. Elvira Borgstidt, in Bernard McGinn, Meister Eckbart,
Teacher and Preacher (New York: Paulist Press, 1986), 358-59.

16 $TH II-11, q. 175.
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sacramentality of the episcopate, together with its insistence

that all three munera of teaching, sanctifying, and ruling are
imparted by episcopal ordination, seems to lead naturally to the
idea that the character imparted by the sacrament is the locus of
the munera of teaching and ruling in the same way as it has always
been thought to be the seat of the power of sanctifying.
Moreover, certain conciliar passages seem practically to suggest
this. So, Lumen gentium 21b, just after stating that all three
munera are conferred by consecration, adds the following:

T HE TEACHING OF THE Second Vatican Council on the

it is very clear that by the imposition of hands and the words of consecration the
grace of the Holy Spirit is conferred in such a way and a sacred character is
imprinted in such a way that, in an outstanding and visible way, bishops
discharge the functions of Christ himself as Teacher, Pastor and Priest, and act
in his person [perspicuum est manuum impositione et verbis consecrationis
gratiam Spiritus Sancti ita conferri et sacrum characterem ita imprimi, ut
Episcopi eminenti ac adspectabili modo, ipsius Christi Magistri, Pastoris et
Pontificis partes sustineant et in Eius persona agant].

Presbyterorum ordinis 2c¢ also says:

the priesthood of presbyters is conferred by that special sacrament in which
presbyters, by the anointing of the Holy Spirit, are signed with a special
character and thus configured to Christ the Priest, in such a way that they can act
in the person of Christ the Head [Sacerdotium Presbyterorum . . . peculiari. . .
illo Sacramento confertur, quo Presbyteri, unctione Spiritus Sancti, speciali

539
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charactere signantur et sic Christo Sacerdoti configurantur, ita ut in persona
Christi Capitis agere valeant].

Acting in the person of Christ the Head, moreover, is a matter of
instructing, sanctifying, and ruling the Church his body—all
three—as is clear from the first part of Presbyterorum ordinis 2c.

It is not surprising, therefore, to find certain scholars, among
them the most able, asserting that the character is, or is the locus
of, all three mumnera, and without making any distinctions. Thus
Jean Galot comments on the passage from Presbyterorum ordinis:
“The character provides the foundation for the empowerment to
speak in the name of Christ, to proclaim the Word of God, and
to expound with authority the gospel message. . . . Note that the
power conferred by the character is not just cultic and
sacramental.” If the character has in the past been understood to
be limited in that way, that is a mistake that we need not repeat,
according to Galot.' For Ghislain Lafont, the council “expands
the meaning of the [character]: it cannot be reduced to an
instrumental power over the Eucharist.” The character makes the
bishop pastor, and “confirms and consecrates a Christian's charism
of presiding over a particular Church.” It “habituates” him
generally and across the board “to act responsibly in the name and
with the authority of Christ . . . in the acts of his ministry.”* And
Sara Butler has this to say apropos of Lumen gentium 21:

According to the Council . . . the sacrament itself confers a new share in Christ’s
threefold office of priest, prophet (or teacher), and pastor. The character
imposed by episcopal ordination is explicitly linked to the sacramental role of
bishops, who “take the part of Christ himseif, teacher, shepherd and priest, and
act as his representatives” or “in eius persona.”

! Jean Galot, S.J., Theology of the Priesthood (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1984), 208-9.

? Ghislain Lafont, Iimagining the Catholic Church, trans. John Burkhard (Collegeville,
Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 2000), 159. However, Lafont continues, we need not think of
a power that is “‘physically’ permanent,” but only of a permanent “configuration to Christ the
Pastor” (ibid., 160).

? Sara Butler, “Official Teaching on the Ministerial Priesthood,” unpublished paper of
October 12, 1995, p. 8; but for the same idea see her “Priestly Identity: ‘Sacrament’ of Christ
the Head,” Worship 70 (1996): 303.
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The first statement is unassailable; it is the second I wish to
contest. For thinkers such as Butler and Galot, presumably, just as
the character has been understood (especially by Thomists) to be
or at least to include the stable and inamissable power of
sanctifying, so also it is or at least includes similarly indelible
powers of teaching and ruling.

Lumen gentium21b conduces to this view, however, only if it
is read in such a way that the character alone enables the bishop
to act in the person of Christ the teacher, pastor, and priest. But
this is certainly contrary to the literal sense of the text, which
mentions grace in addition to the character. Both grace and the
character enable the bishop to function in the said way. The
English translation in the Flannery edition indeed reads: “the
grace of the Holy Spirit is given, and a sacred character is
impressed in such wise that bishops . . . take the place of Christ
himself, teacher, shepherd and priest.” Here, grace and the
character are separated by a comma, and no comma separates the
character from episcopal action in the person of Christ. This
suggests that all three munera are founded in the character. But
the Latin text joins grace and the character in one breath, and
separates off acting in the person of Christ from both with a
comma, more easily supporting the reading that both grace and
the character conspire to produce that effect.* Moreover, the
English omits the first #ta, the one that says “grace is conferred in
such a way,” and keeps only the second, “a character is imprinted
in such wise.” But the double use of the Latin ita makes it
perfectly plain that the result clause (ut Episcopi . . . sustineant et
. . . agant) is a function of both grace and the character.

Neither the commentary of G. Philips on Lumen gentium as a
whole nor that of J. Lécuyer on paragraph 21 supports viewing
the character as the locus of the munera; they do not announce
any such thing as an intended development concerning the nature
of the character in the theology of orders.’” On the contrary,
Lécuyer notes that the council leaves to theologians the task of

* Nor does the “ontological participation” in the musnera of the Nota praevia explicativa,
2, further the problematic reading, since grace is as much a reality as is the character.

* G. Philips, L’Eglise et son mystére au deuxiéme concile du Vatican: Histoire, text et
comsnentaire de la constitution “Lumen Gentium™ (Paris: Desclée, 1967), 1:246-76.
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elucidating the nature of the grace and character conferred by the
sacrament, and the relation between them.® Lécuyer knows; he
served on the subcommittee of the doctrinal commission charged
with assembling De ecclesia.”

Presbyterorum ordinis 2c seems more favorable to the view of
Galot and Butler. The character itself is presented as a function of
the cutpouring of the Holy Spirit, and without break, it is the
character alone that is said to be imprinted that “thus” (sic) they
are configured to Christ “in such a way” (éfa) that they are able to
act in the person of Christ the head. Configuration to Christ has
long been associated with the theology of the character.® The last
clause seems to draw from the fact of configuration the ability to
represent Christ, This text, then, looks as if it makes the character
itself the factor in virtue of which the priest acts in the person of
Christ the teacher, the pastor, and the priest.

The trouble with such a view can be briefly stated. While it is
certainly part of the received tradition of the Church that
sacramental acts of validly consecrated bishops are themselves
valid, and so have the effect intended, it is by no means part of
the tradition of the Church that the magisterial and gubernatorial
acts of validly ordained prelates are similarly never other than
successful. That is, bishops can teach heresy; also, bishops can so
govern as to tear down and not build up the Church. The teaching
and ruling functions of bishops and priests can misfire in a way
their sanctifying function cannot.’

In chis article, I will examine whether the council in fact
commits us to the view that the character is a power for teaching
and ruling in the same way it has been thought to be the power of
sanctifying, that is, potestas ordinis. Did the council fathers intend
to teach that the character imparted by episcopal ordination is

¢ J. Lécuyer, “L’Episcopato come Sacramento,” in La Chiesa del Vaticano II, ed. Guilherme
Baraiina (Florence: Vallecchi Editore, 1965), 729-30. Further, it is in virtue of both grace and
character that the bishop is said to discharge the three meunera in the place of Christ.

7 J. Komonchak in History of Vatican II, ed. Giuseppe Alberigo and Joseph A. Komonchak,
vol. 1(Maryknoil, N.Y.: Orbis, 1995), 286.

® From Philip the Chancellor, followed in this by Albert, Bonaventure, and Thomas.

® Saving that teaching function of the Holy Father or of the college as a whole when they
teach definitively.
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substantially the same as the powers or munera of teaching and
ruling? The Acta Synodalia will answer this question directly and
in fairly short order. The answer is no, and this is perfectly clear
from the relationes accompanying the final versions of the
documents. It will be necessary, however, to canvass all the
speeches and observations of the fathers to see whether and to
what extent and with what approval they entertained the view of
Galot and Butler. The meager results of this canvass show the
council was hardly aware of the possibility of reading things as do
Galot and Butler. But the speeches and observations of the fathers
also contain some resources for thinking about the munera in
their difference and distinction. In a concluding section, I will
suggest a more comprehensive view of the matter on the basis of
these resources.

1. THE ACTA SYNODALIA FOR LUMEN GENTIUM 21,19

A survey of the Acta reveals that there is nothing to support
reading Lumen gentium 21 as conducing to the problematic view.
Neither Philips nor Lécuyer alerts us to any development con-
cerning the idea of the sacramental character of bishops because
there is nothing to alert us to.

We can begin with the relatio of Cardinal Kénig (21 September
1964) presenting the next-to-final version of Lumen gentium 18-
21. This version of LG 21, Konig explains, rearranges the
paragraphs so as to start with the priesthood of Christ.!" The text
prefers to speak of the episcopacy as the fullness rather than as the
highest grade of orders, so as to indicate a whole in which priests
participate. More nearly touching our concern, it states positively
and unambiguously that consecration confers all three episcopal
munera.'”> Very nearly touching our concern, it states the

¥ For much of what follows, one can consult Francisco Gil Hellin, Lusmen Gentium:
Constitutio Dogmatica de Ecclesia Concilii Vaticani Il Synopsis in ordinem redigens schemata
cum relationibus necnon pairum orationes atque animadyersiones (Vatican City: Libreria
Editrice Vaticana, 1995).

1 Acta Synodalia Sacrosancti Concilii Vaticani I (Rome: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1970-
), vol. 3, pars 2, 202.

2 Ibid., 203.
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sacramentality of the episcopate more positively than the previous
text: instead of saying that a bishop cannot be returned to the
state of a laymen or simple priest, it speaks of his acting in the
person of Christ. Since it was on the basis of the character that it
was said that a bishop could not become again a simple priest or
layman, is it on the same basis that a bishop acts in the person of
Christ in discharging all three munera? This would be a
reasonable inference. It sets up the view of Galot and Butler. It is
also, as we shall see, what one prominent father thinks the text
implies. Directly touching our question, however, Kénig explains
that in affirming that consecration imparts a character, “the words
were chosen in such a way as to abstract from disputed questions:
namely, whether it be a new character or only a broadening of
presbyteral character, and so on.”” Evidently, there is no
innovation or development intended with respect to the
understanding of the character of orders. Kénig notes that the text
intends also to avoid the question—obscura quaestio—of
presbyteral ordinations (i.e., ordinations to the priesthood and
diaconate by priests), and says merely that, through the sacrament
of orders, only bishops assume new members into the episcopal
body.™

In the relatio with which the final text was presented (17
November 1964), the Doctrinal Commission declares that
consecration imparts not just an aptitude or disposition for the
munera of ruling and teaching, but the munera themselves.” For
the commission’s understanding of “munus,” we can appeal to the
Nota praevia explicativa 2, which says that “the word mumnus is
used, and not power [potestas], because that could be understood
as a power ad actum expedita.” However, to the request that the
text say that the powers of ruling and teaching derive from the
power of sanctifying, the commission thinks it good that the text
do no more than state the fact of the conferral of the powers,
“and not enter into the question of their connection with one
another.”*® To the request to add text stating explicitly that the

¥ Ibid., 204.

! Ibid. For the question of presbyteral ordinations, see, for example, DS 1145, 1435.
Y Acta Synodalia, vol. 3, pars 8, 62 (madus 39).

16 Ibid., 61 (modus 38).



GUY MANSINI, O.5.B. 545

council intends to settle no disputed questions as to the origin of
jurisdiction and the power of teaching or any question concerning
character, it is answered, not that the council is here settling such
questions, but that the theological qualification of the text has
already been sufficiently declared.” Finally, to the request that the
character imparted by orders be described as dispositive, once
again the commission responds that it thinks it good not to enter
into disputed questions."®

These two relationes make it impossible to see Lumen gentium
21 as positively teaching and intending to teach that the character
consists of the three powers together. On the other hand, there
was evidently some sentiment for expressing things differently, or
more fully relative to the character. In turning to the speeches and
written comments of the fathers, I canvass widely for remarks on
or relative to episcopal character.

A) Speeches and Comments, First Session, on the First Schema “De
ecclesia”

The schema De ecclesia was distributed to the council fathers
on 23 November 1962." The composition of chapter 3, on the
sacramentality of the episcopate, had been left to Joseph Lécuyer.
Number 11 of this chapter states (1) that episcopal consecration
confers the power of sanctifying, (2) that the powers of teaching
and governing, instituted by Christ, are closely united (arcto
vinculo coniungeretur) with the power of sanctifying, (3) that
consecration confers grace, and so (4) the episcopacy is the
highest grade of the sacrament of orders. Further, (5) a
consecrated bishop also receives a sacramental character, such that
(6) he can never become a simple priest or a layman again (7), nor

7 Ibid., 63 (modus 45), which refers to ibid., 56 {modus 10), where the Doctrinal
Commission’s declaration of 6 March 1964 is repeated to the effect that no definition should
be understood to be made except where such is openly declared as being made.

'8 Acta Synodalia, vol. 3, pars 8, 63-64 (modus 49).

' For the history of this schema, see ]. Komonchak, in Alberigo and Komonchak, eds.,
History of Vatican II, 1:285-300, 311-13.
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lose the power of validly confirming and of validly ordaining
ministers.

The fourth chapter of the schema, on residential bishops, was
entrusted to H. Schauf. It tackled the difficult question of
jurisdiction at number 14, and took the line that jurisdiction is not
conferred by ordination, but results, directly or indirectly, from
papal mission.”’ This did not survive the consideration of the
Central Preparatory Commission, however, and the text was
altered to read that ordination confers together with the munus
of sanctifying the munera of teaching and ruling as well. The
exercise of jurisdiction, nevertheless, is said to be received not
from ordination but from the pope.*”

Discussion of the schema lasted seven days and began on 1
December 1962. There was considerable focus on the origin of
jurisdiction, but no discussion of character. The written
observations are more interesting for our topic. There are many
observations to the effect that consecration imparts all three
munera, with due care taken often enough to distinguish this from
particular jurisdiction or its exercise. Bishop Charue says that “the
power to teach exists ontologically in every consecrated bishop.”*
There is also considerable concern that episcopal power be said to
be radically collegial, so that the munera are exercised in virtue of
consecration and location in the college. In all this, the focus is on
the simple affirmation that consecration imparts a responsibility
for the whole Church, exercised by the college of bishops as such.
A few observations contain some more thoughtful view of the
munera.

® Acta et documenta Concilio oecumenico Vaticano II apparando; Series secunda
(praeparatoria) (Rome: Typis Polyglotts Vaticanis, 1969), vol. 2, pars 3, 1038 (hereafter
ADP). Or Acta Synodalia, vol. 1, pars 4, 23.

2t ADP, vol. 2, pars 3, 1040. Sece Alberigo and Komonchak, eds., History of Vatican I,
1:294.

** Cardinals Frings, Richaud, Kénig, Dépfner, and Bea, and Patriarch Saigh all spoke in
some way for some such change; ADP vol. 2, pars 3, 1048, 1051-53, 1054, 1056, 1058,
1062-65.

» See Giuseppe Ruggieri in History of Vatican II, ed. Giuseppe Alberigo and Joseph A.
Komonchak, vol. 2 (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1997), 328-40.

* Acta Symodalia, vol. 1, pars 4, 437. The focus is rather on consecration as giving
responsibility for the whole Church.
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Cardinal Richaud wants to say that the basic or radical power
of a bishop, including titular bishops, for ruling the whole Church
in association with the other members of the college comes from
consecration, not from a share in papal jurisdiction, although
consecration does not of course of itself give particular
jurisdiction for a diocese. Richaud makes episcopal jurisdiction for
the whole Church depend on the principle of St. Thomas that
distinction of orders depends on relation to the Eucharist: “the
power of jurisdiction in regard to the Mystical Body belongs to
bishops from its connection with the fuller and more complete
power which they enjoy for the Eucharistic Body, the permanence
of which bishops alone can guarantee through the ordination of
priests.”” In this way a principle that previously had been used to
deny the sacramentality of episcopal orders—since bishops and
priests were said to be the same in that they had equal power to
consecrate the Eucharist—is made to ground their distinction.*®
Here, the capacities to teach and rule might be said to flow from
the power of sanctifying, and all three munera would be rooted in
the character.

There are two interventions on the nature of teaching that
nicely balance each other. First, Bishop Bergonzini holds that as
when a minister sanctifies, Christ sanctifies, so when a bishop
teaches, Christ teaches (recalling Augustine: “It is Christ who
preaches Christ”).” This puts the exercises of the munera, and
perhaps the munera themselves, all on the same footing. If the
power to sanctify is identified with the character, then so also
might be the power to teach. On the other hand, Bishop
Darmancier criticizes the schema where it says (chapter 7, De
ecclesiae magisterio): “whoever hears this magisterium hears, not
men, but Christ himself teaching.” He agrees that “he who hears
you hears me” but not that “he who hears you does not hear you.”
For men who preach the gospel are free, and have minds already
much informed. “A human instrument must mix something of
himself with the teaching of Christ, since in all instrumental

% Ibid., 409.

% See STh suppl., q. 37, a. 2; and suppl,, g. 40, a. 5. See Joseph Lécuyer, “Les étapes de
’enseignement thomiste sur I’épiscopat,” Revue thomiste 57 (1957): 33, 51.

¥ Acta Synodalia, vol. 1, pars 4, 423.
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operations, the nature and quality of the instrument cannot be
changed without the effect being changed. The same writer using
two different typewriters will produce two different pages; and
the more living and conscious the instrument, the more he will
impress his own character on the work.””® And this, in turn,
argues for a difference in the standing of the two munera.

The 300 pages of the second series of written observations
submitted between the first and second periods rarely touch on
the relation of the munera either to one another or to character.”’
I report three observations of more interest.

Archbishop Joseph Lefébvre quotes Lécuyer to the effect that
by ordination bishops enjoy the power of ruling, and are
sirengthened with the grace and charisms for their pastoral
mission.>® This is important since it puts more in play than simply
“power” and “grace.”

Bishop Elchinger wants to say that episcopal consecration
inserts a man into the college of bishops; as well, he wants an
affirmation of character. Indeed, a man is modified by the
sacrament in his being, in his position relative to God and men.
He becomes the voice of God and the hand of God, and Elchinger
speaks of these two things seemingly as both functions of the
character.®® This is reminiscent of Bergonzini.

Father Prou, Superior General of the French Benedictine
Congregation, takes a Trinitarian line: the missio of Christ confers
authority, jurisdiction, on those sent; the missio of the Holy Spirit
confers the instrumental power of orders and as well the gifts
(dotes) for assistance in teaching in order that the missio from
Christ be fulfilled. As the mission of the Son is the mission of the
Son breathing the Spirit, and as the Spirit is not from the Father
alone, so the mission from the Son cannot be fruitfully fulfilied
without the virtus of the Spirit, nor can the virtus of the Spirit be
legitimately exercised except by an inheritor of the mission of

% 1bid., 452.

¥ The Polish Episcopate criticizes the text for not indicating the exact connection between
ordination and the powers to rule and teach (Acta Synodalia, vol. 2, pars 1, 599).

%0 Thid., 469.

31 1bid., 505.
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Christ.** Accordingly, one is constituted a member of the college
by consecration and missio together: consecration gives
instrumental power to sanctify and the assistance of the Holy
Spirit for teaching; the canonical mission is a continuation of the
mission of the Son, and is a potestas auctoritativa (St. Albert).>
Again, there is an awareness that there is more in question than
sanctifying grace and character understood as inamissable power.
Also, there is a distinction between a power or capacity to do
something and the proximate authority to do it.

B) The New Draft Schema: The Text of G. Philips

As has been many times told, the mass of the criticism the first
schema De ecclesia encountered in the opening session of the
council urged its abandonment. In place of that text (the produc-
tion of Ottaviani, S. Tromp, and R. Gagnebet), the Doctrinal
Commission’s subcommission on the Church adopted a text
prepared by G. Philips.**

The Philips text is a step backward in that it repeats the first
schema’s number 11, saying only that the powers of teaching and
ruling are aptly united with the power of orders. The statement of
the first schema at number 14, that consecration gives these
powers, is dropped. The new schema also drops the idea that a
bishop can never lose the power to confirm and ordain, and so
elides the question of the distinction of bishop and priest at this
point. On the other hand, it keeps the idea that the bishop cannot
be reduced to the state of a simple priest or laymen, and this as a
function of the character. The chief focus of the council’s
considerations of the episcopate, however, was collegiality. This
topic the Philip’s text brings forward as it makes the college of
bishops, the successor of the college of apostles, the subject of
supreme teaching and governing power in the Church. From this
strategic move, all else will follow.

2 Ibid., 555.

3 Ibid., 557-58.

** For the genesis and adoption of the Philips text, see Jan Grootaers, Alberigo and
Komonchak, eds., History of Vatican II, 2:400ff.
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1. First Comments on the Philips Text

The Philips text was sent to the fathers on 22 April and 19 July
1963. Extensive written observations were submitted during the
intersession between the second and third periods of the council.
Again, there are calls for a statement of the sacramental origin of
the threefold munera. Practically equivalently, there are assertions
that consecration inserts a man into the college of bishops. Bishop
Carli wants a declaration that consecration imparts a proper
character to the bishop. He does not say but probably understands
that it is the potestas ordinis in virtue of which a bishop cannot
lose the power to confirm or ordain, since he wants that phrase
restored.” Bishop Elchinger observes that all three mumnera are
exercised in the celebration of the Eucharist.’® Prior General
Healy, O. Carm., notes that while potestas ordinis inheres per-
petually, the assistance of the Holy Spirit that confers in-
defectibility is capable of more or less and is not inhering.”’
Elchinger’s view conduces to identifying the character with the
three powers; Healy’s does not, since the assistance of the Holy
Spirit enabling teaching at the highest level is not a stable power.
Evidently, however, these are not necessary implications.

2. Speeches and Written Observation on the Philips Text

Bishop Cirarda Lachiondo’s speech indicates there was no
common mind of the fathers on our topic. He wants to say
nothing about the character except that it exists, since there is no
agreement on its nature or distinction from presbyteral
character.®® As to the substance of the issue, Bishop Hoffner,
speaking for many German-speaking bishops, distinguishes the

¥ Acta Synodalia, vol. 2, pars 1, 635. Carli was a member of the theological commission
of the Italian Bishops® Conference and member of the Conciliar Commission on Bishops
(Andrea Riccaud, in Alberigo and Komonchak, eds., History of Vatican II, 2:17, 23). He
resolutely opposed the understanding of collegiality finally adopted (Gerald P. Fogarty, in
Alberigo and Komonchak, eds., History of Vatican I, 2:105).

3¢ Acta Synodalia, vol. 2, pars 1, 661.

%7 Ibid., 670.

3% Acta Synodalia, vol. 2, pars 2, 458; in the same vein, Bishop Enciso Viana, ibid., 593
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three munera and two potesiaies: the former are offices or
ministries in which power is to be concretized.”

Material from the written observations can be put into four
batches. First, there is more expression of the view that conse-
cration gives all three mumnera and locates a man in the collegium.
Second, there is the question of the distinction of bishop and
priest.

Third, a considerable number of observations distinguish and
relate the munera. In line with Héffner, for whom potestas
sanctificandi is given with consecration while the other two
functions are given only as munera not yet proximate to ac,
Archbishop Calabria takes the text correctly to mean that
ordination indeed gives three munera, and the graces to discharge
them, but only one power, potestas ordinis.”® This sort of remark
indicates an apprehension that the munera do not all have the
same footing, but it is concerned more with preserving order in
the Church than with anything else. Some think of the munus of
teaching in such a way that the sacrament can be seen to give
more than can be described in the ordinary categories of power
and grace. Bishop Lamont distinguishes the virtus sacramentalis
given by consecration, the same for all bishops, and the charism
of divine assistance for, for example, teaching infallibly.*' Again,
Bishop Cantero Cuadrado and three others say that bishops have
the capacity so to teach “from the constant power aric help of the
Holy Spirit who was promised and given by the Lord.”*? Bishop
Topel for his part orders the munera and holds that the munera
of teaching and ruling are pracambula to the munus
sanctificandi.® Similarly, Archbishop Olaechae Loizaga thinks the
ministry of word and rule is founded in the sacrificial ministry of
making the Eucharist, and not in a simple canonical mission.**
This could be developed in such a way as to locate all three

% Tbid., 522.
0 Thid., 689-90.
1 1bid., 794.
2 Ihid., 694.
 Ibid., 890.
“ Ibid., 833.
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powers in the character. For his part, Bishop Graziano thinks the
text already ascribes all episcopal power to character, and
wrongly, to the detriment of the monarchical nature of church.”
Last, Bishop d’Almeida Trindade importantly distinguishes the
function of sanctifying from the other two in relation to Christ,
who is not present in the same way in the three functions: as
priest, the bishop is an instrument of Christ; but he is not an
instrument of Christ in teaching and ruling, strictly speaking.
Rather, he teaches and rules in his own name or in the name of
the Church.*

Fourth, there is the observation of Bishop Paul Yoshigoro
Taguchi, which deserves a place by itself for the interest it has and
the speculative satisfaction it gives.*” Commenting on number 19
(the bishop as teacher), he notes that the munus docendi, the
episcopal capacity to teach, is a gift of the intellectual order, like
the light of faith or the light of glory. It is not a mere right to
teach—which belongs to the potestas regiminis—but an internal
power, leading to infallibility, an augmentum intellectuale,
bespeaking the assistance of the Holy Spirit. The capacity to teach
is a gift for declaring the magnalia Dei with power to convert
men, or, as he has it, it is an illumination for writing, or the
power of a two-edged sword for debate and rendering testimony
before tribunals, or spiritual unction for writing in the saints and
doctors of the Church. Again, it is the assistance of the Spirit for
infallible definition, a gift in the way of prophecy. And the munus
regendi—a ius—includes but is not exhausted by the other two.
This is part of the solution: the munera of teaching and ruling are
rights, although not merely rights. The distinction between a right
to teach and rule (given at least fundamentally to whoever has the
episcopal power to sanctify and given by the act that gives the
power to sanctify), from a capacity to teach and rule is to be
remembered.

*1bid., 762: “episcopal power is ascribed almost exclusively to the sacramental character.”
 Ibid., 714.
*” 1bid., 897-98.
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C) Closing on the Final Text

An emended text was distributed to the fathers in the third
session of the council, on 15 September 1964. In this version,
chapter 2 is devoted to the People of God and chapter 3 to the
hierarchy. This is the next-to-last draft before the final version of
Lumen gentium. It is where we started our review of the Acta.

The teaching on the episcopacy as a sacrament, as we have
seen, now comprises the following assertions. (1) Episcopal
consecration transmits the same spiritual gift as the apostles gave
to their helpers by the imposition of hands. (2) This consecration
is the fullness of the sacrament of orders (and no longer the
“highest grade”). (3) With the munus of sanctifying, consecration
confers the munera of teaching and ruling, which “of their
nature” cannot be exercised except in communion with the
episcopal college and its head. This is a return to the original
schema De ecclesia, number 14. (4) Imposition of hands and the
words of consecration so impart grace and so impart a sacred
character that bishops take the part of Christ the Teacher,
Shepherd, and Priest, and act in his name. This evocation of the
bishop as acting in the person of Christ according to all three
munera is new. (5) Wherefore, only bishops can assume new
members into the episcopal body through the sacrament of orders.
The Philips text had dropped the statement thar, from the
character, bishops have an inamissable power to confirm and
ordain; the new text drops as well the statement that, because of
the character, a bishop cannot be reduced to a simple priest or
laymen again.*®

The accompanying relatio for number 21 anticipates what
Cardinal Koénig will say on 21 September. It adverts to the desire
to conceive presbyters as participating in the powers of the
bishop, hence the change from “highest grade” to “fullness” of
orders. It explains that it wishes to avoid the question of whether
priests can ordain priests—hence the simple assertion that bishops
can be made only by bishops. It explains also that the inability of
a bishop to become a layman again is dropped and that the dignity

*® Acta Synodalia, vol. 3, pars 1, 214-15.
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of the bishop is expressed more positively. This more positive
expression is the statement that bishops act in the person of
Christ. “Bishops are said to act in the person of Christ, and not
only as Priest, but also as Teacher and Pastor: for the whole
munus of bishops ought to find expression.””

It is here, it will be recalled, that the text opens up to the
reading of Butler and Galot. Since it was on the basis of the
character that it was said a bishop could not become again a
simple priest or a layman, it seems reasonable to infer that it is on
the same basis that a bishop acts in the person of Christ in all
three munera. In fact, as we observed at the very beginning of this
essay, the text does not exactly say that, and as to the nature of
the character itself, the relatio says only that “the words prescind
from the disputed questions which some of the fathers touched
on.”°

Written observations on this emended text, as touching our
question, were brief. There is continued minority resistance to the
sacrament as conferring all three munera, sometimes on the
ground that the positions remain disputed questions. On the other
hand, Bishop Groblicki wants the text to go further than it does,
and state that priests and deacons do not have the power to
ordain; because of the power to ordain, the munus dirigendi
pascendique gregis belongs to bishops connaturally, as it does not
to priests.’’ There is here the idea of consecration conferring
some sort of basic right to rule and teach.

Relative to conferral of the munera of teaching and ruling,
Cardinal Browne says that “if the word munera is taken for the
gifts of grace (doma gratiae) by which the one consecrated is
rendered apt to exercise the office of teaching and ruling, the text,
as is evident, can be admitted.” If it is taken to mean that
consecration confers the very potestas of teaching and ruling ex
auctoritate, however, it is not to be admitted.’” Here, we might
say, ordination gives a capacity in the form of gifts and graces, but

* Relatio, in ibid., 241.
30 Ihid.

1 Ibid., 581-82.

2 Ibid., 630.
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it does not give power ad actum expedita, as the Noia praevia
explicativa will have it.

Cardinal J. Lefébvre speaks for many when he distinguishes the
munus regendi and jurisdiction, the first a sacred power given by
God with consecration, the second a temperatio of the power,
received by law; the question of the origin of jurisdiction remains
open.”?

Bishop Carli’s remarks bear more explicitly on our question.
He stands with those for whom the distinction between the
substance and exercise of jurisdiction, its immediate derivation
from God, and episcopal character as a new impression are all
disputed questions.” Nor for him does the liturgy settle the issue
of jurisdiction.” Especially important for us, he wants to drop the
statement that bishops act in persona Christi magistri et pastoris,
for, he explains, the character configures the bishop to Christ the
priest, and not necessarily to Christ as teacher and shepherd.’®
Notice, then, that he understands the text to affirm the
interpretation of Butler and Galot.

D) Conclusions

Four conclusions can be drawn from a survey of this conciliar
material. First, although the question of the identity of the
munera with the character is quite beyond the intention of the
text of Lumen gentium, it seems to be suggested if not strictly
entailed by some views of some fathers. Second, Elchinger and
perhaps Richaud seem close to conceiving this very idea of the
identity of the munera with the character, and seem to favor it.
Third, it is only Carli and Graziano of whom we can say with
certainty that they clearly and expressly entertain the idea of the
identity, only to disapprove of it. Fourth, there are some fathers
who are concerned, variously, to trace the differences among the
munera, or to conceive of an effect of the sacrament in addition

* Ibid., 631; he appeals to Lécuyer on St. Thomas for same view (ibid., 635).
5% Ibid., 655.

55 Thid., 660.

% Ibid., 661-62.
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