The Thomist 69 (2005): 497-534

THE VOLUNTARY ACTION OF THE EARTHLY CHRIST
AND THE NECESSITY OF THE BEATIFIC VISION

'

THOMAS JOSEPH WHITE

Dominican House of Studies
Washington, D.C.

HAT CHRIST in his earthly existence possessed the beatific
vision (or immediate knowledge of God) is a traditional
affirmation of Christian theology.' However, this Christo-
logical theory is increasingly questioned by theologians deeply
committed to the Catholic tradition, precisely on the grounds that
they believe the theory in fact endangers more essential,
traditional doctrines of Catholic belief. The latter include the
patristic affirmations of the complete reality of Christ’s historical
human nature and the unity of subject in Christ’s human actions.
In this essay, I would like to present briefly two common
objections against the classical theory, and offer a response in-
spired by the Thomistic tradition. Both Jean Galot and Thomas
Weinandy have argued that the doctrine of the beatific vision in
the earthly life of Christ compromises the reality of the humanity

! Medieval authors are mentioned below. For the recent Magisterium, see especially Pius
X1, Mystici Corporis (DS 3812); The Catechism of the Catholic Church, n. 473; and John
Paul 11, Novo Millennio Ineunte, nn. 25-27. For recent Thomistic theological arguments in
favor of the traditional teaching, see Romanus Cessario, “Incarnate Wisdom and the
Immediacy of Christ’s Salvific Knowledge,” in Problemi teologici alla luce dell’Aquinate, Studi
Tomistici 44:5 (Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1991): 334-40; Jean Miguel
Garrigues, “La conscience de soi telle qu’elle était exercée par le Fils de Dieu fait homme,”
Nova et Vetera (French Edition) 79, n. 1 (2004): 39-51; Matthew Levering, Christ’s
Fulfillment of Torah and Temple: Salvation According to Thomas Aquinas (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 2002): 32-33; 39; 59-63; 73-75; Guy Mansini,
“Understanding St. Thomas on Christ’s Immediate Knowledge of God,” The Thomist 59
(1995): 91-124.
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of Jesus, on the one hand, and the unity of his filial personhood,
on the other.

Having presented these claims, I will argue (against this
perspective) that the affirmation of the beatific vision of the
historical Christ was and is essential for maintaining the unity of
his person in and through the duality of his natures, and most
particularly in safeguarding the unity of his personal agency in
and through the duality of his two wills (human and divine). This
is not an argument Aquinas makes explicitly.” However, it is a
conclusion that can be derived from his Christological principles.
I will show this by referring to the studies of Herman Diepen,
Jacques Maritain, and more recently Jean Miguel Garrigues. They
argue that in order for the created will of Jesus to be the in-
strument of his transcendent person, it must have a filial mode of
being: it is expressive of the person who directs the human action
of Christ, the Incarnate Son of God. However, so that the exercise
of the human will of Christ might be specified by the directives of
his transcendent (divine) personhood and will, a higher knowl-
edge concerning the divine will of the Son of God is necessary.
This ultimately requires not only an “infused science” but also
immediate knowledge of God present in the soul of Christ in and
through all of his human actions. Having appropriated arguments
from these thinkers on these points I will conclude (with reference
to Galot and Weinandy) that if the human action of Jesus is to be
the personal action of the Son of God, it must be immediately
subject to the activity of the divine will which it expresses. This
requires that the human intellect of Jesus possess the vision of
God.

Finally, I will show that only with this classical analysis of
Christ’s human vision of God can one understand the mystery of
Christ’s obedience and prayer without falling into either a
confusion of the natures or a denial of the unity of his person. I
will examine briefly Aquinas’s treatment of both the obedience
and the prayer of Christ as human manifestations of his divine

? Aquinas’s explicit arguments for the beatific vision of Christ are soteriological: Christ
must have the vision so that he can communicate it to others. See SThH 111, q. 9, a. 2; Comp.
Theo. c.. 216.
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identity, that is, as expressions of his intra-Trinitarian, filial
relationship with the Father. Through both of these activities,
which are proper to his created human nature, the man Jesus
manifests in bis human acts his personal, hypostatic mode of being
as the eternal Son of God. As I will show, this is not possible
without the presence in Christ of an immediate knowledge of his
own filial nature and divine will. Therefore, without this tradi-
tional theological teaching one cannot make adequate sense of the
obedience and prayer of Jesus as revelatory of the Trinitarian
persons. This being the case, the central objections to Aquinas’s
theory offered by Galot and Weinandy are unfounded. On the
contrary, the classical theory of the immediate vision is necessary
to safeguard the traditional Christology they wish to defend, as it
is exemplified in the action of the earthly life of Christ.

I. CHALLENGES TO THE TRADITION?

Jean Galot, in an article in 1986, offered foundational
contemporary criticisms to the traditional theory of the beatific
vision in the earthly life of Christ.* This essay remains the most
comprehensive and forceful criticism of the tradition in question,
and has since found favor with other authors.” More recently,
Thomas Weinandy has developed criticisms that echo some of

? In this essay [ offer no defense of the use of traditional Christological terms and conciliar
definitions as applied to Jesus of Nazareth. All of the authors discussed below take their
validity for granted (in differing ways) and employ them freely in this dispute. The
presupposition here, then, is in favor of a certain kind of “Christology from above” that
interprets Christ from within the classical Catholic tradition. Nevertheless, a complete
treatment of the relationship between the historical Jesus, the early Church, New Testament
literature, and the Hellenistic world of early Catholic dogma is essential to a coherent modern
Christology. Excellent theological reflections on such issues are found in Walter Kasper, Jesus
the Christ (New York: Paulist Press, 1976); and Gerald O’Collins, Christology: A Biblical,
Historical and Systematic Study of Jesus Christ (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).

* Jean Galot, “Le Christ terrestre et la vision,” Gregorianum 67 (1986) : 429-50; Other
related works include La conscience de Jésus (Paris: Duculot-Lethielleux, 1971); and Vers une
nouvelle christologie (Paris: Duculot-Lethielleux, 1971).

? See in particular Jean-Pierre Torrell, “S. Thomas d’Aquin et la science du Christ,” in Saint
Thomas au XXe siécle, ed. S. Bonino (Paris: Editions St. Paul, 1994), 394-409.
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Galot’s initial viewpoints.® In assessing the most pertinent
challenges to the traditional teaching on this subject, I will briefly
consider two of their criticisms, the first from Galot and the
second from Weinandy. The accord between them on this subject
gives a fair sense of the contemporary challenges to the tradition.

A) Jean Galot: Beatific Vision as Latent Monophysitism

Galot begins his argument with the claim that the doctrine of
the immediate vision of God in the earthly life of Christ stems
from an a priori, purely deductive reflection derived from the
reasoning of medieval Scholastic theology without sufficient
reference to the evidences of Scripture or the patristic theological
heritage. He traces the teaching’s historical origins from Candide
(ninth century) to Hugh of St. Victor, and from the latter to the
Sentences of Lombard, from which it was developed into its
classical form by Aquinas and other influential theologians of the
High Scholastic period.” What all of these thinkers have in
common is the appeal to an argument based upon the necessary
perfection of the human nature of Jesus. Because of the dignity of
the hypostatic union, the humanity of Christ should be accorded
the perfection of all human attributes from the time of his
conception, excluding those which may act in some way as a
hindrance to the realization of his soteriological mission, such as
being subject to emotional and physical suffering, as well as death.
The vision of God must be included among such privileges.
Therefore, Christ possessed the perfection of all human knowl-
edge, and this would include, of course, not only the vision of

¢ Thomas Weinandy, “Jesus’ Filial Vision of the Father,” Pro Ecclesia 13 (2004): 189-201.

7 Galot, “Le Christ terrestre,” 429-31; cf. Candide, Epistola 6 (PL 106:106); Opusculum
de Passione Domini 17 (PL 106:95AB); Hugues of St. Victor, De sapientia animae Christi (PL
176:853ARB); De sacramentis christianae fidei 2.1.6 (PL 176:388D-89B); Peter Lombard, III
Sent., d. 14, n. 2 (PL 192:783-84); St. Thomas Aquinas, STH 111, q. 9, a. 4; 1], q. 12, aa. 1 and
3. Galot writes (“Le Christ terrestre,” 429 n. 3): “The patristic sources furnish no explicit
testimony in favor of a beatific vision in the earthly life of Christ.” However he does admit
that the doctrine is evidently implicit in the affirmations of St. Fulgence (468-533), Epist. 14,
q-3,25-34 (PL 65:415-24). (All translations from French sources into English are mine unless
otherwise noted.)
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God, but also the infused science of prophetic species, by which
he might know all that man could possibly come to know.®

Galot argues that, besides lacking sufficient reference to
scriptural evidence of the earthly Christ, such a perspective in fact
leads to an implicit denial of the real humanity of the earthly
Christ, who was in his created humanity (like all intellectual
creatures) subject to certain natural intellectual limitations.
Among these would be the historically and culturally conditioned
mode of his self-understanding, as well as social interdependencies
for the exercise of his learning. The affirmation of this terrestrial
vision in fact divinizes the earthly man Jesus in an unrealistic way.
It is tantamount to a certain kind of Monophysitism in the
epistemological realm:

First of all, instead of referring to the testimony of the Gospels in order to
discover the forms of knowledge which were manifest in the words and gestures
of Jesus, the theological method proceeds in this case by positing an ideal of
petfection from which is deduced all of the human knowledge of Christ. This a
priori deduction leads to a maximum of perfection which itself impedes one
from accurately taking account of the concrete conditions in which the human
thought of Jesus developed. This perfection attributed to Christ’s knowledge is
such that one no longer respects sufficiently the distinction between the divine
nature and the human nature. . . . Human understanding is clothed with divine
properties as regards the entire domain of knowledge. One can see immediately
the risk of Monophysitism, and more precisely the difficulty in acknowledging
the inherent limitations of human knowledge, a necessary recognition for
avoiding all confusion with the perfection of divine knowledge.’

¥ Aquinas, STH 111, q. 9, a. 1: “Now what is in potentiality is imperfect unless reduced to
act. But it was fitting that the Son of God should assume, not an imperfect, but a perfect
human nature, since the whole human race was to be brought back to perfection by its means.
Hence it behooved the soul of Christ to be perfected by a knowledge, which would be its
proper perfection . . . [namely, the beatific vision and the plenitude of infused science].” (All
quotations from Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae are taken from Summa Theologica [New York:
Benzinger Brothers, Inc., 1947].) For further evidence of this “principle of perfection” see also
SThII, q. 9, aa. 2 and 4; 111, q. 11, a. 1; 111, q. 12, aa. 1 and 3. I will argue below that Galot’s
treatment of Aquinas’s thought is selective on this point, and fails to take sufficiently into
“economic” character of Christ’s extraordinary knowledge as St. Thomas

«

account the
understands it.
® Galot, “Le Christ terrestre,” 431-32.
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Furthermore, this affirmation has soteriological consequences.
Galot argues: if the earthly Christ possesses the vision of God and
the consequent joy that follows from it (even if confined to the
“heights” of the spiritual soul as Aquinas affirms), then the true
sufferings of his human life are attenuated in their salvific reality.
They can no longer be true acts of human self-emptying (kenosis)
in loving solidarity with our human condition, as portrayed by St.
Paul in his Epistle to the Philippians.'® The agony of the cruci-
fixion and the cry of dereliction are not permitted their reality,
and thus revelation is muted. In fact, the affirmation of such a
vision of God obscures something of the epiphany of self-
emptying love that God manifested through the event of the
crucifixion, and which the gospel writers wished to relate to us.

A Jesus whose soul would have been continually immersed in the beatific vision
would have only assumed the exterior appearances of our human life. . . . His
resemblance to us would only have been a facade. . . . What would become of
the sufferings of the passion? . .. Not only does [the doctrine of the vision] put
at risk the reality of the incarnation, but also that of the redemptive sacrifice.
How can we attribute to a Savior who is filled with heavenly beatitude these
words: “My God, My God, why have you abandoned me?” . .. The cry of Jesus
on the cross makes manifest the depths of a suffering that is incompatible with
the beatitude of the vision."!

In place of these theological motifs, then, Galot proposes the
existence in the historical Christ of a form of prophetic insight
(infused science), by which he was endowed with a human
awareness (albeit, extraordinary) of his divine identity and
soteriological mission. Certainly, Galot concedes, Christ did not
know of his own identity by the theological virtue of faith. Yet his
inspired conscious awareness of his own divine, filial identity was
properly human, respecting the limitations of his created nature. '

10 Phil 2:7-8: “He emptied himself, taking the form of a slave, coming in human likeness;
and found human in appearance, he humbled himself, becoming obedient to death, even death
on a cross.”

" Galot, “Le Christ terrestre,” 434

12 Ibid., 439-40: “It is certainly true that Jesus [as portrayed in the Scriptures] did not live
in faith. . . . He knows the Father and he is conscious of being the Son. He does not believe
in himself. He possesses the certitude of his own identity, by way of his personal
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This more “sober” recognition of an extraordinary form of
knowledge in the earthly Christ can account sufficiently for his
privileged knowledge of his Father and his own filial identity, as
well as his prophetic insights into salvation history, scriptural
meaning, and the hidden thoughts of men’s hearts. No recourse
to the beatific vision is necessary.

B) Thomas Weinandy: The Vision of God in Jesus as a Nestorian
Division of Subjects

Thomas Weinandy has published a great deal on the
consciousness of Christ, and is in part influenced by Galot. He has
attempted to rethink the traditional understanding of the vision
of God in Christ to emphasize the unity of the person of Christ
and the Trinitarian character of Jesus’ human knowledge of and
relation to the Father.”® Weinandy, following Galot, claims that
in one respect the affirmation of the vision of God in the earthly
life of Christ denies Jesus his natural, human manner of knowing,
and therefore implies a kind of semi-Monophysitism as regards
Christ’s consciousness.'* However, the central criticism of the
Franciscan theologian is that the theory of the beatific vision falls
in a different respect into the opposite Christological heresy of
Nestorianism. Precisely in order to render Christ invulnerable to
the limits of a human form of knowledge, traditional theology has
claimed that he knows the divine essence immediately. But this
seems to suggest that the man Jesus knows the divinity as a
transcendent object, distinct from himself as subject. The soul of

consciousness. Others are invited to believe in him. . . . This consciousness implies an
illumination received from above, an infused knowledge. . . . However, this infused
knowledge that makes possible the conscious awareness of a divine ‘I’, does not transform
Jesus’ human self-awareness into a vision. It implies neither a human vision of God, nor a
heavenly beatitude. It respects the ordinary conditions of human consciousness, and accords
with the historical development of the latter.” See also Jean Galot, “Problémes de la
conscience du Christ,” part 2, “La conscience du Christ et la foi,” Esprit et vie 92 (1982): 145-
52.

U See especially Weinandy, “Jesus’ Filial Vision of the Father,” but also Thomas
Weinandy, Does God Change? (Still River, Mass.: St. Bede’s Press, 1985); and idem, Does
God Suffer? (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2000).

" Weinandy, “Jesus’ Filial Vision,” 189-90.
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Christ is conceived in terms similar to that of any other creaturely
person, who in this case during his earthly life knows his
transcendent Creator immediately by a special privilege. The
latter idea of the man Jesus receiving a special knowledge of God
implicitly imposes upon Christology a duality of personal subjects,
or Nestorianism."

Weinandy argues that if Christ is to stand personally in relation
to God intellectually, it must be as the Son who is humanly aware
of the Father. Christ’s filial awareness need not imply the beatific
vision as classically conceived, but could be understood instead in
terms of a grace of filial insight (unique to Christ alone),
unfolding in Jesus’ consciousness progressively through the
ordinary processes of human self-reflexivity.’® He goes on to
argue that an authentic admission of the unity of personhood in
Christ entails only one center of consciousness in his earthly
existence. This would be the self-awareness of Christ that is

5 Ibid., 192: “the subject (the ‘who’) of any vision of the Father is not a subject (a ‘who’)
different from that of the divine Son, but the divine Son himself since it is actually the Son
who 7s man. Since it is the Son who must be the subject of any such vision of the Father, his
vision of the Father cannot be a vision of the divine essence as an object ontologically distinct
from and over against himself. As traditionally asked and answered, the question concerning
Jesus’ beatific vision, by the very nature of the question, always necessarily posited another
subject (another ‘who’) distinct from that of the Son who possessed an objective vision of God
who was other than ‘himself’, and it is this positing of another subject (or ‘who’) which is why
this question of Jesus’ beatific vision was necessarily asked and answered in a Nestorian
manner.” For a similar consideration, see also Galot, “Le Christ terrestre,” 440. Weinandy and
Galot claim that Aquinas falls into precisely such a Nestorian manner of conceiving of the
earthly Christ in relation to God in STh 111 . 10, aa. 2 (“Whether the soul of Christ knew all
things in the Word?”) and 4 (“Whether the soul of Christ sees the Word more clearly than any
other creature?”).

16 Weinandy, “Jesus® Filial Vision,” 193: “While traditionally Jesus is said to have
possessed the beatific vision, I would want to argue, in keeping with the above, that itis more
properly correct, in accordance with the hypostatic union, to speak of a human ‘hypostatic
vision’: the person (hypostasis) of the Son possessed as man, a personal human vision of the
Father by which he came to know the Father as the Father truly exists. . . in coming to know
the Father as truly Father, the Son equally became humanly conscious of himself as Son”; see
also ibid., 197: “As Jesus, as a young boy, studied the Scriptures and prayed the Spirit
illumined his human consciousness and intellect with the vision of the Father such that he
became hypostatically aware of the Father’s glory and love, and within such an awareness he
became conscious of his divine identity and so came to know that he was indeed the Father’s
eternal and only begotten Son.”
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proper to his human nature alone. The man Jesus has a human
awareness of being a divine person, and this reality cannot be
abridged or obscured by appeal to a grace such as the beatific
vision, which would make God an object of knowledge extrinsic
to his person.'’

C) Summary

For the purposes of this essay, two central criticisms can be
culled from the arguments examined above. Galot and Weinandy
claim, in effect, that the affirmation of the beatific vision in the
earthly life of Christ implicitly denies the reality of the human
nature of Christ in its historical mode of functioning, and instead
stems from an a priori deductive argumentation concerning the
perfection of the humanity of Jesus. The latter idea lacks a suffi-
cient grounding in Scripture and the most profound principles of
patristic theology. Furthermore, this theology carries with it the
danger of conceiving of Christ as a creaturely subject distinct from
the Trinity of persons who are the object of such beatifying
knowledge.

In response, I would like to examine the different but related
question of the cooperation of wills (human and divine) in the
earthly Christ. Both Scripture and the patristic tradition insist on
the distinction and cooperation of the two wills in the one subject
of the Son of God. I will argue that this cooperation can only take
place in one unified activity due to the presence in the created
soul of Christ of an immediate knowledge of his own personal,

7 Tbid., 195-96: “the Son as divine is conscious of himself as God within his divine ‘".
However, within his incarnate state I would not want to posit two ‘I’s’—one divine and one
human——for within his incarnate state the one divine Son is only conscious of himself as man,
within a human manner (as man he cannot be conscious of himself in a divine manner), and
thus there is, as man, only one ‘I’ and that human. Therefore, I think it is better, for clarity’s
sake, to speak of a human ‘I’ of a divine person or subject (a divine ‘who’), rather than confuse
the issue by positing a second ‘I’ that is divine” (emphasis added). The question this raises
(which I will return to below) is: what correspondence exists between this human knowledge
Christ has of the Father and his own properly divine knowledge of himself as the Son? What
rapport exists between the Son’s eternal self-knowledge and will and his human knowledge,
if any? Do they relate to each other in the human action of Jesus, and if so, in what way?
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divine will and divine essence. Referring to studies of Aquinas by
Diepen, Garrigues, and Maritain, I will argue that it follows from
Thomistic Christological principles, then, that only thisimmediate
vision permits the human will and intellect of Christ to take on a
particular hypostatic mode: that of the Son of God. In other
words, only this vision safeguards the unity of the personal actions
of Christ in and through his two distinct natures and operations.
It is after examining these points that I will respond to Galot’s and
Weinandy’s respective concerns about the reality of Jesus’
humanity on the one hand and the unity of his person on the
other. I will show that the beatific vision of Christ, if correctly
understood, is filial in mode and thus is essential for there to be
personal unity in the voluntary acts of the man Jesus (contrary to
claims of Nestorianism). However, in its nature, this vision is
accorded to the created intellect and will of the humanity of
Christ, which it respects, even in their historical and human mode
of functioning (contrary to claims of Monophysitism). After this,
the examples of the obedience and prayer of Christ can be studied
as concrete illusirations of this doctrine.

II. AQUINAS ON THE VOLUNTARY ACTION OF CHRIST

In what follows I will make three brief points, relying in part
on the insights of recent Thomistic commentors. First of all, as
Aquinas rightly points out, due to the Incarnation, the human
nature of Jesus must be understood first and foremost in
instrumental terms, as subsisting in his divine person, and as
expressive of the latter.

Second, if Christ’s humanity is the instrument of his divinity,
then this intimately affects the way his human will cooperates
with his divine will. As Jean Miguel Garrigues has shown, Aquinas
follows Maximus the Confessor and John Damascene in
distinguishing between the specifically human character of the
natural will of Christ and its hypostatic mode. This helps explain
how the man Jesus can manifest his identity as the Son of God
through his human actions, from within the unity of his person.
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Finally, this very unity of personal action in Jesus requires a
perfect cooperation between the human will of Christ and his
divine will. In effect, Christ’s will and consciousness must act as
the instruments of his divine subject, being directly specified at
each instant by his divine will. For this, knowledge of his own
filial nature and will is necessary. The virtue of faith, or a
uniquely prophetic knowledge (by infused species), is not
sufficient. The unity of activity of the Incarnate Word requires,
therefore, the beatific vision in the intellect of Christ, so that his
human will and his divine will may cooperate within one subject.

A) The Integrity of Christ’s Human Nature and Its Filial Mode of
Subsistence

At stake in this debate is the capacity of “beatific-vision”
theology to make sense of the Incarnation as it is presented in
Scripture and patristic tradition. A central concern of Galot is to
recognize the human integrity of Christ’s intellectual life in its
historical setting. Ordinary human knowledge is subject to limits
and the conventional understandings and modes of expression of
a cultural context. For Aquinas, however, the integrity of the
human nature of Christ is first understood not in epistemological
but in ontological terms, and is seen as guaranteed by a classical
scriptural principle: revelation teaches that God assumed in Christ
a true and complete human nature.’® Herman Diepen showed in

18 Cf. John 1: 14; Phil 2:7-8; Heb 4:15. The ontological Christologies of the patristic and
medieval authors can be contrasted in approach with the subject-oriented Christologies of
Schleiermacher and Harnack, who sought to circumvent the formulae of the traditional dogma
of the Church. Should Christology begin from a reflection on the consciousness of Christ, or
from the revealed principles of the New Testament authors such as John and Paul concerning
the identity and nature of the Son of God? A treatment of this question exceeds the goals of
this essay. Speaking in summary fashion, one can say that the consciousness and ontology of
Christ, when rightly understood, are mutually self-interpreting. Christ was certainly deeply
psychologically integrated within his culture and historical epoch, but his self-awareness and
discourse were also extraordinary. The consciousness of Christ manifests who he is (the Son
of God), and the ontological mystery of Christ as the Incarnate Word is the source and root
of his action and self-awareness. Neither pole {ontology/consciousness) can be abandoned
without the risk of a reductive, one-sided Christology. However, in the very structure of
personal being, ontology is more fundamental than consciousness. Self-awareness is only one
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an important series of articles that in this respect Aquinas’s
Christology is directly inspired by the Greek patristic tradition
(especially Cyril of Alexandria; the councils of Ephesus, Chalce-
don, and Constantinople III; and John Damascene) and that
Aquinas purposefully appropriated this tradition in continuity
with his own metaphysics of esse.”” In his critique of the Scotist
Christologist Paul Galtier, Diepen notes that the former argues
from the autonomous human psychological consciousness of
Christ to the necessity of a human subject in Christ distinct from
that of the Word.?® Galtier claimed that only the beatific vision
could permit the human subject (Jesus) to be continually aware of
the divine subject (the Word), so as to assure a unity of action on
the part of these two component natures within the Incarnation.?’
This dualistic conception in fact closely approximates the kind of
position that Galot and Weinandy are criticizing, and so Diepen’s
Thomistic response is significant. Noting the poignantly Nestorian

dimension of human being, and ultimately needs to be explained in terms of the latter.
Consequently, in Christology, a hypostatic ontology is primary because it explains the
principles of Jesus’ filial consciousness. (If it fails to do so, it is insufficient.) The classical
patristic and medieval approach therefore has more explanatory power, because it begins from
more fundamental starting points, and can encompass the modern insistence on Jesus as a
historical, existential subject without obscuring the realism of the dogmatic truths articulated
by the Church’s tradition.

¥ Herman Diepen, “La critique du baslisme selon saint Thomas d’Aquin,” Revue Thomiste
50 (1950): 82-118 and 290-329; “La psychologie humaine du Christ selon saint Thomas
d’Aquin,” Revue Thomiste 50 (1950): 515-62. In addition to the Latin translation of
Damascene’s The Orthodox Faith, Aquinas was familiar with these other sources from various
medieval florilegia of the Greek fathers, such as the Collectio Casinensis. He probably
consulted conciliar documents in the papal achieves during his stay in Orvieto (1261-65). (See
1. Backes, Die Christologie des hl. Thomas von Aquin und die greischischen Kirchenviter
[Paterborn, 1931], 192-212; Jean-Pierre Torrell, St. Thomas Aquinas, vol. 1 The Person and
His Work, trans. R. Royal (Washington D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
1996): 136-41). For Aquinas, creedal and conciliar formulations of faith act as “first
principles” of theological reflection insofar as they denote explicitly and authoritatively the
revelation transmitted by the apostolic deposit of faith. On the unity of the person in Christ
as a first principle of Christological reflection (with explicit reference to both Cyril and certain
of the above-mentioned conciliar decrees), see STh 111 q. 2, aa. 3 and 6; 111, q. 3, 2. 1, ad 1;
10, q. 16, a. 4.

* Diepen, “La psychologie humaine du Christ selon saint Thomas d’Aquin,” 531.

1 See Paul Galtier, “Unité ontologique et unité psychologique dans le Christ,” Bulletin de
littérature ecclésiatigue (Toulouse) 42 (1941): 161-75 and 216-32.
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tendency of this thought, Diepen points out that the unity of
Christ’s person for Aquinas follows first and foremost from the
ontological subsistence of his humanity in the existent Word, the
Son of God, and not from his intellectual assent to the will of

God:

Being (esse) pertains to both the nature and the hypostasis; to the hypostasis as
that which has being, and to the nature as that whereby it has being. . . . Now it
must be borne in mind that if there is a form or nature which does not pertain
to the personal being of the subsisting hypostasis, this being is said to belong to
the person not simply but relatively. . . . [But] since the human nature is united
to the Son of God hypostatically or personally, and not accidentally, it follows
that by the human nature there accrued to Him no new personal being, but only
a new relation of the pre-existing personal being to the human nature, in such
a way that the person is said to subsist not merely in the Divine, but also in the
human nature.”

In effect, subsistence in the ontology of Aquinas pertains to a
property of esse. It denotes both a separateness of existence and
a certain mode or manner of being. That which has its own
subsistence exists apart from others and has its own mode of being
different from others.® For our purposes here, the central point
of importance is that Aquinas’s theology of the Incarnation
(following John Damascene) distinguishes between the specific
determinations of the complete human nature of Jesus and the
unique hypostatic mode in which this nature subsists.** This

2 Aquinas, STh 111, q. 17, a. 2. See also STh 111, q. 2, aa. 2 and 3 and a. 6, ad 3; 111, q. 16,
aa. 7, 10, and 12; III, q. 18, aa. 1 and 2. Aquinas shows a tendency in these articles to
distinguish between the human nature in Christ and his suppositum or subject. Ontologically
the former denotes the essence of his created humanity, while the latter is related to his
concrete existence (esse). This existence is communicated to his human nature from his person
(hypostasis) and consequently causes his human nature to subsist in his divine person. In STh
111, q. 2, aa. 3 and 4 Aquinas equates ‘subsistence’ with the Greek hypostasis. The one being
of the person of Christ subsists in two natures. Subsistence thus pertains to the concrete
person. A similar doctrine is found in John Damascene, De Fide Orth. 111, cc. 5-7.

= Thus Aquinas claims that the unique subsistence of each concrete personal subject gives
his natural acts a particular manner of being, proper to that subject. See STh 111, q. 2, aa. 2 and
3.

2 See for example John Damascene, De Fide Orth. I, cc. 15-17, 21. Damascene’s
distinction between the specifically human nature (fogos) of Christ and its filial mode (¢ropos)
was originally developed by Maximus the Confessor. See the study by J. M. Garrigues, “Le
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human nature, by the mystery of the Incarnation, subsists in the
Word and thereby acquires a unique mode: it has the person of
the Son as its unique subject.” As a consequence of this fact, as
Diepen notes, there is not an autonomous “personality” in the
humanity of Jesus, other than that of the hypostasis of the Son:

There is certainly a human consciousness in Christ, but not the consciousness of
a human self, either metaphysical or psychological. . . . To say that the humanity
knows, acts, is aware, these are different expressions which are certainly
improper, because it is always the Word to whom these acts belong. It is he who
is the proper and exclusive subject of their attribution. . . . He alone who
possesses and exercises existence, the existant properly speaking, that is to say,
the subject [suppot] exerts operations. . . . The Son of God, by his human
intelligence, is conscious of his human activity . . . [but these acts] are perceived
as the acts of someone who is not simply a subsistent human nature on its own.
... These acts are perceived as acts that are not autonomous but dependent [on
the subsistent Word].*

Consequently, the human nature of Jesus acts as an “assumed
instrument” of his divinity. Because it subsists in the Word,
Christ’s humanity bears the mark of his divine identity and makes
it manifest in and through all of his human activities.”

dessein d’adoption du créateur dans son rapport au fils d’aprés S. Maxime le Confesseur,” in
Masximus Confessor, ed. Felix Heinzer and Christoph Schénborn (Eribourg: Editions
Universitaires, 1982), 173-92.

2 STh I, q. 2. a. 3: “to the hypostasis alone are attributed the operations and the natural
properties, and whatever belongs to the nature in the concrete. . . . Therefore, if there is any
hypostasis in Christ besides the hypostasis of the Word, it follows that whatever pertains to
man is verified of some other than the Word, e.g. that He was born of a Virgin, suffered, was
crucified, was buried. And this . . . was condemned with the approval of the Council of
Ephesus (can. 4)” (emphasis added).

% Diepen, “La psychologie humaine,” 5§31-32. Aquinas writes on the same subject: “Yet
we must bear in mind that not every individual in the genus of substance, even in rational
nature, is a person, but that alone which exists by itself, and not that which exists in some
more perfect thing. . . . Therefore, although this human nature [of Christ] is a kind of
individual in the genus of substance, it bas not its own personality, because it does not exist
separately, but in something more perfect, viz., in the person of the Word” (STh 111, q. 2, a. 2,,
ad 3; empbhasis added).

¥ Aquinas, STh 111, q. 2, a. 6, ad. 4: “Not everything that is assumed as an instrument
pertains to the hypostasis of the one who assumes, as is plain in the case of a saw or a sword;
yet nothing prevents what is assumed into the unity of the hypostasis from being as an
instrument, even as the body of man or his members. Hence Nestorius held that the human
nature was assumed by the Word merely as an instrument, and not into the unity of the
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Speaking in broader terms than that of consciousness, then,
Aquinas’s theory of the Incarnation responds reasonably to the
concerns of Galot and Weinandy. The integrity of human nature
is preserved with respect to its specific determinations (vis-a-vis
Galot). Yet through its manner of subsisting in the Word, this
human nature assumed in Christ acquires a new mode, such that
nothing in it falls outside of the divine subject of the Son (as
Weinandy insists must be the case).”® Thus on this more
fundamental, ontological level, we can see how the mode/nature
distinction safeguards both the reality of the humanity of Christ
and the unity of his person.

B) The Nature/Mode Distinction and the Two Wills of Christ

Having begun on the ontological level, I will now consider the
personal actions of Christ. These too acquire a unique mode of
being, due to the fact that they subsist in the person of the Word.
If the human will of Christ is the instrument of his person, it must
express this hypostatic mode in its operations. This can only occur
if its movements correspond perfectly to the divine will and
operations of the Son of God in each instant. Only in this way can
the unity of Christ’s person be manifest in and through his human
action.

As Garrigues has recently shown, Aquinas’s Christology in the
Summa adopts such a perspective by applying the nature/mode
distinction discussed above directly to the particular spiritual

hypostasis. . . . But Damascene held that the human nature in Christ is an instrument
belonging to the unity of the hypostasis.” As Theophil Tschipke and Diepen after him pointed
out, Aquinas purposefully revived this Cyrillian insistence on the humanity of Christ as
organon of the divinity, and used this to explain the way that his intellect and will, especially,
could be the subservient instruments of his divinity. See Theophil Tschipke, Die Menschheit
Christi als Heilsorgan der Gottheit (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1939), recently republished in
French as L’humanité du Christ comme instrument de salut de la divinité (Fribourg: Academic
Press Fribourg, 2003); and H. Diepen, Théologie d’Emmanuel (Bruges, 1960), 275-93 on this
point with respect to the nonautonomy of the psychological subject in Christ.

¥ On this point Weinandy is in complete accord with Aquinas (i.e., it is actually the Son
who is man), understanding the latter’s metaphysics of the Incarnation as a true and careful
expression of Chalcedonian orthodoxy. See Weinandy, Does God Change?, 82-88; Does God
Suffer?, 206-8.
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faculties of intellect and will in the Incarnate Word.”” In doing so,
Aquinas is following the understanding of the “theandric acts” of
Christ developed by Maximus the Confessor, which was
transmitted to him through the writings of John Damascene.’
This theology was developed in confrontation with Monothelitism
precisely to affirm the Chalcedonian confession of the complete
and real human nature of Christ (including his human will), while
safeguarding (against the charge of Nestorianism) the Cyrillian
confession of the singularity and unity of the person of the
Incarnate Word. The distinction safeguards the fact that these
operations are both fully human (in their nature) and expressive
of Jesus’ unique filial personhood (in their mode).

The nature assumed by Christ may be viewed in two ways. First, in its specific
nature, and thus Damascene calls it “ignorant and enslaved” (De Fide Orth. 111,
21). ... Secondly, it may be considered with regard to what it has from its union
with the Divine hypostasis, from which it has the fullness of knowledge and

grace.’!

In effect, as Garrigues shows in detail, the Greek fathers de-
veloped an understanding of the personal mode of the human will
of Christ by distinguishing between the logos of this will and its
tropos. ‘Logos’ here signifies a distinct essence common to many
who share a determinate nature, while ‘tropos’ signifies a ‘manner
of existing’ particular to an individual hypostasis. In essence
Christ’s human will and intellect are identical with those of other
men, but they acquire a unique mode because of the hypostatic
union, through which they are appropriated instrumentally as the

2 See Garrigues, “La conscience de soi telle qu’elle était exercée par le Fils de Dieu fait
homme,” 39-51; and idem, “L’instrumentalité rédemptrice du libre arbitre du Christ chez
saint Maxime le Confesseur,” Revue Thomiste 104 (2004) : 531-50. As will become clear, this
section of my essay in particular is greatly indebted to the argument and perspective of these
articles.

3% The notion of “theandric acts” originated with Dionysius (Div. Nom. 2), and was
appropriated by Maximus and Damascene in a sense consistent with Chalcedon, against
Monothelitism. Aquinas follows Damascene, denoting by the term the cooperation of the
divine and human wills in Christ such that they form together the actions of a unique person;
see STh Il q. 19,a. 1,ad 1.

LSTHIIL q. 15, a. 3, ad 1. See also STH 111, q. 18, a. 1, obj. 4 and ad 4.
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human expression of the person of God the Son.?* Because they
subsist in God the Son, the human will and intellect of Christ are
necessarily rendered relative to his divine intellect and will as the
primary source of their personal operation.*® This insight leads to
a significant conclusion: there can only be a unity of person
expressed in and through the human acts of Jesus if there is a
concrete realization of cooperation between his divine and human
wills, such that the latter expresses indefectibly his divine personal
will, intentions, choices, etc., in a distinctly human way.**

2 Maximus, Disputatio cum Pyrrho (PG 91:293A): “The fact of willing and the
determined mode of willing are not identical, just as the fact of seeing and the determined
mode of seeing are not either. For the fact of willing, like that of seeing, concerns the nature
of a thing. It is common to all those who have the same nature and belong to the same kind.
The determined mode of willing, however, like that of seeing, that is to say, to will to walk
or not will to walk, to see what is at the right or at the left or high or below, or to look by
sensual desire or in order to understand the essential principles in beings, all this concerns a
mode of exercise [tropos] of willing or seeing. It concerns only him who exercises [these
faculties of nature] and in so doing separates him from others according to particular
differences” (translation mine). See Garrigues’s analysis of this text and others in
“L’instrumentalité,” 542-50. As he points out, Aquinas also uses these same examples
(eyesight, voluntary action) to denote the distinction between specification and exercise in De
Malo, q. 6. Damascene reproduced this identical doctrine in De Fide Orth. 111, c. 14.

%% Damascene, De Fide Orth. 101, cc. 14-18. See for example, c. 17: “Wherefore the same
flesh was mortal by reason of its own nature and life-giving through its union with the Word
in subsistence. And we hold that it is just the same with the deification of the will; for its
natural activity was not changed but united with His divine and omnipotent will, and became
the will of God, made man. And so it was that, though He wished, He could not of Himself
escape (Mk. 7: 24), because it pleased God the Word that the weakness of the human will,
which was in truth in Him, should be made manifest. But He was able to cause at His will the
cleansing of the leper, because of the union with the divine will” (trans. S. D. F. Salmond;
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers 9 [Oxford: James Parker, 18997).

** Garrigues, “La conscience,” 40, writes: “Certainly, in becoming man, [Christ] assumes
in his human nature the same rational desire for the Good that is proper to spiritual creatures.
But since his human soul exists within the very person of Him who, as God, is the Good as
such, the rational desire of Christ need not search in and through a deliberation how to attain
the ultimate Good by a moral progression transpiring through the choice of particular goods.
The human will of Christ itself, while endowed naturally with the same free-will as us,
nevertheless does not have an autonomous deliberation (grome) characteristic of the mode of
exercise found in created persons. . . . Fixed forever from the first instant of the Incarnation,
by the hypostatic union, upon the supreme Good which is One of the Trinity, and by the
plenitude of habitual grace which follows from this, the rational desire of the humanity
assumed by the Son exists and is exercised in a unique mode, of perfect docility with respect
to the divine will of the Trinitarian person who exercises this will as its subject.”
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Aquinas follows this theological motif with precision and
insight, developing it in light of the metaphysics of the Incarna-
tion mentioned above. Because the personal existence of the
Word gives the subsistent humanity of Christ its unique mode of
being, the will of Christ also receives a unique mode of being. It
is the human will of the divine person of the Son of God.

Damascene says (De Fide Orth. 111, c. 14) that “to will this or that way belongs
not to our nature but to our intellect, i.e., our personal intellect”. . . . When we
say, “to will in a certain way,” we signify a determinate mode of willing. Now a
determinate mode regards the thing of which it is the mode. Hence since the will
pertains to the nature, “to will in a certain way” belongs to the nature, not
indeed considered absolutely, but as it is in the hypostasis. Hence the buman will
of Christ has a determinate mode from the fact of being in a Divine hypostasis,
i.e. it was always moved in accordance with the bidding of the Divine will.

Although the divine agency must always take the initiative in the
human acts of Christ, Jesus is not therefore any less human than
us. On the contrary, his human nature is an “instrument” that
moves itself in accordance with its own divine identity. Therefore,
precisely because he has in his human intellect an immediate
knowledge of his own personal divine goodness at all times, the
judgments and practical choices of Christ are more and not less
human than ours.

Whatever was in the human nature of Christ was moved at the bidding of the
divine will; yet it does not follow that in Christ there was no movement of the
will proper to human nature. . . . It is proper to an instrument to be moved by
the principal agent, yet diversely, according to the property of its nature. . . .
And an instrument animated with a rational soul is moved by its will, the servant
being like an animate instrument. And hence it was in this manner that the
human nature of Christ was the instrument of the Godhead and was moved by
its own will.*

3 STHIIL q. 18, a. 1, obj. 4 and ad 4 (emphasis added).

% STh 1ML, q. 18, a. 1, ad 1 and 2. As Garrigues notes (“L’instrumentalité,” 545-47),
Aquinas differs from Maximus and Damascene insofar as these Greek Fathers denied the
existence of an autonomous human moral deliberation and judgment in Christ, due to his
superior knowledge of the good. Aquinas argues that moral deliberation and judgment are
necessary to any human nature, and therefore existed in Christ, but were always inspired by
a sense of the higher good of the divine will, which made the human choices of Christ freer
and more pure. Colman O’Neill comments: “Christ was unique in that he had no choice
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The conclusion to be drawn from all this is that in at least one
very important respect (i.e., with regard to the divine will),
Christ’s human actions must not be characterized by ignorance, or
defectibility. What is at stake is not a principle of ideal humanity,
but the very unity of the operations of Christ in his practical
actions. In order for Christ to be fully human, his psychological
choices must be rational and natural (against Monophysitism), but
for them to be the choices of his divine person, they must be
unified with his divine will on the level of his personal action
(against Nestorianism). The nature/mode distinction as applied by
Aquinas to the will of Christ makes it possible to negotiate this
theological challenge. The nature is respected but takes on a
hypostatic mode, by which it accords always (instrumentally) with
the divine, filial will of the Son. Thus a perfect and continual
correlation between the divine and human wills is essential for
surmounting the dual Christological errors that Galot and Wein-
andy wish to combat. But how can this occur?

C) The Necessity of the Son’s Immediate Human Knowledge of the
Divine Will

The conclusion of the previous section is significant: in at least
one important way, the absence of ignorance in the mind of
Christ is not immediately related, for Aquinas, to the a-scriptural
“principle of perfection” that Galot refers to, but rather, must
exist for reasons essential to the divine economy. If Jesus is truly
the Son of God, and therefore a divine person, then his divine will
is present in his person as the primary agent of his personal

[concerning the possible final end of man]; for with his human mind he saw God and his will
was necessarily held by this Supreme Good (cf. STh I11, q. 9, a. 2; q. 10). But anything less
than God was powerless to compel his will. With respect to all created things he was
supremely free for he could measure their value against his vision and possession of the divine
good (III, q. 18, a. 4). . . . His obedience dedicated him to the will of his Father; far from
restricting his liberty, it set him free from attachment to any created thing so that he could rise
to the summit of human liberty and renounce his life for the sake of what his will held
dearest.” See “The Problem of Christ’s Human Autonomy,” appendix 3 in Summa Theologiae,
Blackfriars edition, vol. 50, translation, notes, and appendices by C. O’Neill (London: Eyre
and Spottiswoode, 1965), 233-34.
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choices. This means that, necessarily, his human will must be
continually subordinated to, informed by, and indefectibly ex-
pressive of his personal divine will in its human, rational
deliberation and choice making. But of course movements of
human choice follow upon knowledge (apprehension of the good,
and deliberative judgments) informing the human intellect.”’
Here, then, I will introduce an argument that moves beyond
Aquinas’s explicit statements, to one which is homogeneous with
his principles as they have been presented above. I will show that
it is only if Christ’s human intellect is continuously and
immediately aware of his own divine will (by the beatific vision,
and not merely by infused knowledge and by faith), that his
human will can act in immediate subordination to his divine will
as the “assumed instrument” of his divine subject. Only such
knowledge will assure the operative unity (in and through two
distinct natures) of Christ’s personal actions because it alone gives
the mind of the man Jesus an evidential certitude of the will he
shares eternally with the Father.

In order to present this argument, it is first necessary to present
an important clarification. I have suggested above that only the
immediate knowledge of God in the soul of Christ permits him to
exert his divine will in 2 human way, through the activities of his
human consciousness. However, the vision of God is not con-
ceptual or notional, but immediate and intuitive.”® Consequently,
it cannot be “assimilated” by Christ’s habitual, conceptual manner
of knowing and willing in any direct fashion. As Aquinas and
many Thomists after him have rightly insisted, then, the knowl-
edge of Christ’s vision is “communicated” to his ordinary human
consciousness through the medium of a so-called infused,
prophetic science.”” The judgments and choices that inform the

¥ De Malo, q. 6; STh -1, q. 8, a. 1; I-1I, q. 9, a. 1; I, q. 11, a. 1; I-T1, q. 12, a. 1; I-I1,
g- 13, a. 1; I, q. 14, a. 1. On the intellect’s role with respect to the exercise of the will as
regards practical action, see the excellent study of Michael Sherwin, By Knowledge and by
Love (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2005), especially 18-62.

BSTh1, q.12,3a. 4, 5, and 9.

** The basis for this position is found in ST# III, q. 11, a. 5, ad 1. See its development by
John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, vol. 8 (Paris: Vives, 1886), d. 11, a. 2, especially n.
15, where he argues cogently that Christ had to possess infused science in order to receive the
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will of Jesus depend above all upon this “habitual” prophetic
consciousness (which is conceptual), rather than his immediate
vision. Because of this, his knowing and obeying the Father “in a
human way” (i.e., in his human consciousness) would seem to
depend essentially upon his prophetic science (or infused species).
Why, then, might such a “prophetic light” in Christ not suffice
alone without recourse to the vision of God? The latter does not
add anything necessary to the human way of thinking and willing
that characterizes the activity of the earthly Christ, and therefore
seems unnecessary for the purposes of his economic mission.*’
In order to answer this objection, two things need to be kept
in mind. First of all, in the absence of the immediate knowledge
of vision, Christ would necessarily have to exercise the theological
virtue of faith. The presence of a prophetic, infused knowledge
cannot act as a substitute for faith, in the way Galot proposes. The
Jesuit theologian claims that there is no faith in Christ, nor vision,
but only a higher knowledge attained by prophecy. Yet as Jean-
Pierre Torrell has shown, prophetic or infused knowledge alone
is only a mediate, indirect knowledge of God attained through the
effects of God.*! Necessarily, outside of the vision, all knowledge

knowledge of the vision into his consciousness in a way that was connatural with his human
nature.

* The above paragraph contains an approximation of the argument presented by Torrell
in “S. Thomas d’Aquin et la science du Christ,” 394-409, influenced by Galot’s perspective.

* Ibid., 403-4: “If one renounces the beatific vision and if one follows the logic of the
Thomistic perspective, it must be said that Christ had faith. . . . the [bearer of prophecy] does
not attain God in his experience [of infused science] but only expressive signs of the divine.
He knows that God speaks to him, but what God says he can only believe. . . . The grace of
faith is another kind of supernatural gift . . . a created participation in the life of God, it
conforms the believer . . . to the mystery itself. (II-11, q. a. 2, ad 2.) In other words, with faith
we are in the order of the supernatural guoad essentiam, while with prophetic knowledge we
remain in the order of the supernatural quoad modum (acquisitionis). The two orders do not
exclude one another, certainly, but the second is ordered to the first, and because the two are
different kinds of realities, they must not be confused or made to play the role of one another.
Concerning Jesus, then . . . if we accord to him infused illuminations characteristic of the
charismatic knowledge of revelation, he will be enabled for his role as a divine messenger, but
he will still not have direct access to God, since these illuminations do not suffice as a
replacement of faith.” Aquinas makes related claims, denying that Christ is a prophet in the
usual theological sense of the word, since he does not believe through an “obscure knowledge”
the things he is given to reveal, but knows them in a more perfect, immediate way: see I
Joan., IV, lect. 6 (Marietti ed., n. 667).
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of God is through effects, and only faith permits a quasi-
immediate contact with God, through love. Therefore even in-
fused knowledge requires faith in order to orient it toward God.
This latter contact, however, is obscure (nonevidential) and is
therefore supported by a voluntary act of the will that believes
God by a free act of love. Without the vision, then, the intellect
of Christ would not have “direct access to God,” but would
believe in his divinity and divine will through faith, and in a free
adherence of love.

Second, as Jacques Maritain has argued convincingly, the
presumed presence or absence of this vision must alter profoundly
the character of this infused knowledge in the consciousness of
Christ.** Only if the vision is present in Christ’s soul can such
infused knowledge participate in the evidence of Christ’s divine
identity and will which are immediately known by the vision.

This [infused] knowledge was.. . . immediately ruled by the Beatific Vision which
existed in the heaven of the soul of Christ. What does this mean? . . . His vision
of God,—the actuation of His intellect by the divine essence itself in the light of
glory,—is the rule which God used as instrument in order to produce the infused
science, its habitus and its species. . . . The effect proper to the use of this
instrument: the divine Vision illuminating the intellect of Christ . . . was
therefore,—not indeed to cause to pass into the infused science of Christ the
objective content itself, indivisibly and ineffably seized, of the Beatific Vision .
.. but. .. to cause to see the objective content of the species in question with an
evidence which is a participation of the divine evidence of the Vision,—and with
a divinely absolute certitude as invincible as that of which the intellect is
possessed in the Vision. . . . It is this participated evidence of the Vision which
gave to the infused science of the Son of God viator a divinely sovereign
certitude with regard to all that which it knew, and especially with regard to the
divinity of Jesus.*®

In other words, because of the vision of God in the heights of
Christ’s soul, his intellect adheres immediately to his divine
identity and his human will is “informed” immediately by the
knowledge of his divine will. The prophetic knowledge that

# See Jacques Maritain, On the Grace and Humanity of Jesus (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1969), 54-61, 98-125.
+ Ibid., 101-2, 107.
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informs his consciousness then acts in subordination to the
immediate knowledge he has as man of his own identity and will
as God, expressing this in and through his ordinary human
consciousness.* By contrast, in the absence of the vision, the
infused science of Christ would lack such immediate evidence,
and would have to be accompanied by faith. In this case, the
prophetic awareness Christ had of his own divinity and will would
have to be continuously accompanied by an autonomous decision
of faith in the human heart of Christ and a repeated choice to
welcome in trust this revelation from his own divine self. This
would create, in effect, a kind of psychological autonomy in the
man Jesus distinct from the willing of his divine subject, resulting
in a schism between the two operations of the Incarnate Word.
Jesus as man would have to will to believe in his divine activity as
God. He would not perceive it directly.

If we return to the theandric activity of Christ, then, we can
see that this point has significant consequences. Only due to the
immediate knowledge of the vision can the human will of Christ
be directly moved (or specified) by his divine will so as
irremediably to correspond to its inclinations.* Because of the
beatific vision, the prophetic knowledge in Christ’s consciousness
is suffused by the evidence Christ has of the will he shares
eternally with the Father. Thus, the human will of Christ acts
“instrumentally,” that is to say, through an immediate sub-
ordination to his divine will.** The infused science of Christ
permits his ordinary consciousness to cooperate with this
knowledge which the vision alone provides. By it Christ always

* For reflections on the relationship between this “supra-conscious” character of the
vision, and its manifestation in consciousness, see ibid., 114-20.

¥ In STh 11, q. 4, a. 4 Aquinas shows that the permanent and necessary rectitude of the
creaturely will in relation to the eternal goodness of God is dependent for man upon the
immediate knowledge of the final end (the vision of the essence of God). John Damascene in
De Fide Orth. 111, c. 14 suggests that the movement of the human will of the Word occurs by
a direct specification of it by the divine will.

* T am employing the notion of “instrumentality” differently from Maritain here, so as to
emphasize not only the instrumentality of the vision with regard to his infused knowledge, but
the instrumentality of his entire human consciousness (with all of its forms of knowledge) as
an expression of his divine personhood and will. YetI follow him in holding that such a state
of affairs depends upon the vision as a mediating principle.
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knows immediately and with certitude who he is and what he
wills in unity with the Father. His human will cooperates in-
defectibly with his divine will in the unity of one personal subject.

In the absence of the vision, by contrast, the infused knowledge
of Christ would still be the medium by which the man Jesus
would be conscious of his own divine will, but it would no longer
participate in any evidential knowledge of that will. Con-
sequently, the human mind of Christ could no longer be moved
immediately by the will of his divine person. Instead the man
Christ would continually need to make acts of faith in what he
believed obscurely to be the divine will he shared (as God) with
his Father. He would have to hope (as a man) that he was doing
what his own transcendent identity (which he also believed in)
willed for him. Christ would not know with certitude, therefore,
who he was and what he willed (as God) in each instant. Thus his
human operations of willing might subsist in the person of the
Word, but in their operative exercise they would work on a
separated, “parallel track” to the operations of the Word, without
immediate influence in their mode of exercise. Both operations
could subsist in one person, but they would not be immediately
related to each other as the operations of one person. In this case,
no true unity of subject is manifest in the actions of Jesus, and a
kind of implicit Nestorianism results. The actions of Christ as man
do not reveal the will of God the Son, but only what Jesus as man
hopes is the will he shares eternally with the Father. Such an idea
is clearly dualistic since it prohibits the earthly Christ from being
epistemologically proportioned so as to know immediately his
own identity and will. Theologians who wish to affirm uniquely
an indirect knowledge of God (and therefore, also the existence
of faith) in the historical Christ and the real existence in him of a
divine will and identity must consider the question: how are these
two phenomena capable of producing a unity of subjective action
that belongs to the Son of God as its principal source?*’

# Evidently, I don’t believe that this dilemma is capable of positive resolution. One option
I can see for avoiding a Nestorian-like dilemma is to assert that the Son of God, in his
Incarnate state, does not know or will in his divine nature, but on/y in his human nature. (See
for example the proposals of Bernard Sesboiié in Pédagogie du Christ [Paris: Cerf, 1994], 160-
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Contrary to Weinandy’s claim, then, Aquinas’s discussion of
the grace of the beatific vision in the soul of Christ—which has
the Word (and the “divine essence”) as its object—is important
for a Chalcedonian theology of the hypostatic union. Aquinas
recognizes that the human intellect of Christ is created and as
such is infinitely removed from his divine essence. Due to this
natural limitation, the humanity of Christ must be subject to an
extraordinary grace so that his human spiritual operations
adequately attain to his divine life, and consequently bear its
impressions in their own activity. So in fact it is the immediate
vision that safeguards the unity of activity in the person of Jesus.
This particular grace is the condition of possibility of an
authentically unified filial consciousness, through which Christ
expresses his intra-Trinitarian relationship with the Father, and
his true identity, in his human actions.

Weinandy, however, is no doubt correct to insist on the unique
character of this vision: it is indeed “filial.” As Garrigues points
out, not only the human nature but also the graces of the
humanity of Christ subsist in the Word, and thus have a filial
mode as well. This grace of the vision of Christ, then, while
analogous to that grace received in a human person or angel who
sees God, is different insofar as it does not give the soul of Christ
an awareness of the Trinity as an ontologically distinct subject
from himself, but rather permits the Son to know himself
“objectively” and to understand his own filial personhood in a
certain and evidential way.*

161, following the ideas of Joseph Moingt.) Such a kenotic theory of the person of Christ does
surely safeguard the unity of his personhood (since he is aware of himself uniquely in a human
way, without recourse to his own divine will), but this is attained at the expense of the duality
of his natures. Christ seemingly cedes the privileges of his divine nature and will for the
interim of his temporal mission, and regains these at the resurrection. Such a kenotic theory
implicitly breaks with the confession of faith of Chalcedon concerning the two natures of
Christ, and with Ephesus on the inalterability of the divine identity of the Son. Moreover, it
requires the direct negation of the divine aseity, and therefore renders itself metaphysically
irrational, or “nontheistic.”

8 Garrigues, “La conscience,” 43-46. By “objectively” I do not mean “notionally” (since
the vision is an intuitive, immediate knowledge), but “pertaining to true knowledge of reality.”
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II. THE OBEDIENCE AND PRAYER LIFE OF THE SON OF GOD AS
EXPRESSIONS OF HIS FILIAL CONSCIOUSNESS

A) The Intra-Trinitarian Mode of the Human Acts of Christ

Having considered above the principles of theandric coopera-
tion in the action of Jesus, I will now move on to reflect on
concrete examples. The analysis can now be applied to actions
characteristic of the human nature of the Incarnate Word in order
to illustrate how these actions reveal his divine person. This is
particularly evident with respect to Jesus’ obedience and his
prayer, two activities that do not occur between the uncreated
persons of the Trinity per se, and that are proper to created
nature, yet that in Christ express something of his filial identity
through distinctly human acts.*” This is only possible due to the
correspondence between the human and divine wills of Christ
within his unified personal action, effectuated by means of the
beatific vision. Because the human will of Christ participates in
the evidential certitude that he has of his own divine will, shared
with the Father, his human acts of obedience and prayer express
this certitude in gestures and words. The classical theory of the
immediate vision, then, can be seen to be necessary in order to
safeguard the personal unity of Christ’s obedience and prayer as
instrumental, filial actions, even while respecting the distinctly
human character of these actions. By way of contrast, without this
traditional theological teaching, one cannot make adequate sense
of the obedience and prayer of Jesus as revelatory of the
Trinitarian persons. This being the case, the central objections
offered by Galot and Weinandy to the presence of the vision in
Christ are unfounded. The Chalcedonian Christology they wish
to defend is exemplified in the life and action of the historical
Jesus, who obeys the Father, and prays to the Father, because he
knows immediately the Father, and acts, even in his human
nature, as the Son who proceeds from the Father.

* STh 111, q. 20, preface. Aquinas notes here that the obedience, prayer, and priesthood

of Christ, while being activities of his human nature, express his filial relation with respect to
the Father.
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B) The Obedience of Christ

To refer briefly to this dimension of the Incarnation, I will first
mention certain aspects of Aquinas’s treatment of the divine will
of Christ in relation to the Father. As can be shown, obedience in
Christ, for Aquinas, is the human expression of the divine will
that he receives eternally from the Father. Consequently, his
prayer life is also a tangible manifestation of the same relation of
origination from the Father, expressed in a specifically human
way.

On the one hand, as has been noted, Christ’s human nature
(including his intellect and will) takes on a particular mode
because it subsists in the Incarnate Word. However, this
nature/mode distinction is also applied by Aquinas in a different
but related way to the subsistent hypostasis of the God the Son as
regards the divine nature.’® In a wholly different and higher way,
the divine nature that God the Son receives eternally from the
Father through the procession of begetting takes on a particular
mode of being (of subsistence) in the person of the Son.
Therefore, the divine attributes that the Father and Son share in
common (such as wisdom, goodness, eternity, etc.) are present in
a unique way in each of the persons of the Trinity. In Jesus this
mode of being of the divine nature is that of the subsistent
hypostasis of the Son and, consequently, is the same filial
subsistence that informs the human nature of Christ assumed in
the Incarnation. In other words, the mode of being of Christ’s
humanity is the very same as the mode of being of his divine
nature (even though these two natures are utterly distinct).”’ So

STh 1, q. 29, aa. 2 and 4. Aquinas’s treatment of subsistence in the Trinity is complex
and exceeds the scope of this study. Gilles Emery in Trinity in Aquinas (Ypsilanti, Mich.: Ave
Maria Press, 2002), 142-44 and 198-206 has examined this aspect of Aquinas’s thought in
detail. In “Essentialism or Personalism in the Treatise on God in St. Thomas Aquinas?,” The
Thomist 64 (2000): 534, he comments: “One cannot conceive of the person without the
substance or without the nature belonging to the very ratio of the divine person, this latter
being defined as “distinct subsisting in the divine nature’.”

8Th 1, q. 39, aa. 1-3. STH 1 q. 2, a. 2, obj. 1 and 3, ad 1 and 3; 11, q. 3, a. 3. This
doctrine is also found in Damascene, and originates with Maximus the Confessor. See the
study of Garrigues, “Le dessein d’adoption du créateur dans son rapport au fils d’aprés S.
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for example, the divine eternity of God subsists in the Son in a
tilial way (as eternally begotten of the Father), even as the human
historical development of man subsists in the Son in a filial way
(due to the Incarnation).’* But if this is the case for attributes such
as the divine eternity, then it is also the case for the divine will,
which is an attribute of God’s nature common to the three
persons of the Trinity. The will of God is present in the person of
the Son in a unique way. It subsists in him as a filial will, received
eternally through the begetting of the Father and standing in
relation to the Father as its principle and source. Commenting on
John 5:30 (“I am not seeking my own will, but the will of him
who sent me”), Aquinas applies the saying to Christ’s divinity:

But do not the Father and the Son have the same will? T answer that the Father
and the Son do have the same will, but the Father does not have his will from
another whereas the Son does have his will from another, i.e., from the Father.
Thus the Son accomplishes his own will as from another, i.e., as having it from
another; but the Father accomplishes his own will as his own, i.e., not having it
from another.*

Because Christ’s human nature is united hypostatically to this
divine will in its filial mode, the latter must exact upon this nature
the expression of its own hypostatic identity: that of God the Son.
Because of the union in one subsistent person, the created desires,
intentions, and choices of Christ’s human will must express the
filial character of the divine will that is present in him
personally.®® Certainly, his obedience is proper to his created
nature, and does not reflect the uncreated relations of the Trinity

Maxime le Confesseur”; and the remarks of C. Schénborn, The Human Face of God (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1994): 113-16.

2 See STh 1, q. 42, a. 4, ad. 2, concerning the divine attribute of dignity that the Son
receives from the Father: “the same essence which in the Father is paternity, in the Son is
filiation, so the same dignity which, in the Father is paternity, in the Son is filiation. It is thus
true to say that the Son possesses whatever dignity the Father has.” Similarly, ST/ I, q. 39, a.
5, ad 1 (wisdom); 1, q. 42, aa. 1, 2, and 6 (power, perfection, greatness, and eternity).

* In Ioan., V, lect. 5§ (Marietti ed., n. 798). All English quotations from this work are taken
from Aquinas, Commentary on The Gospel of St. John, trans. J. Weisheipl (Albany: Magi
Press, 1980).

*STh1I, q.18,2a. 1,ad 1 and 2.
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per se”. Nevertheless, due to the hypostatic mode in which this
obedience is exercised in the person of Christ, it can express
through his specifically human acts his filial relativity toward the
Father. This is only the case due to the fact that an absolute
correspondence exists between the human and divine wills of
Christ, a point Aquinas makes implicitly in his commentary on
John 5:30:

For there are two wills in our Lord Jesus Christ: one is a divine will, which is the
same as the will of the Father; the other is a human will which is proper to
himself, just as it is proper to him to be a man. A human will is borne to its own
good; but in Christ it was ruled and regulated by right reason, so that it would
always be conformed in all things to the divine will. Accordingly he says: “I am
not seeking my own will,” which as such is inclined to its own good, “but the
will of him who sent me,” that is, the Father. . . . If this is carefully considered,
the Lord is assigning the true nature of a just judgment, saying: “because I am
not seeking my own will.” For one’s judgment is just when it is passed according
to the norm of law. But the divine will is the norm and the law of the created
will. And so, the created will and the reason, which is regulated according to the
norm of the divine will, is just, and its judgment is just.

Secondly, this saying is explained as referring it to the Son of God. . . . Christ
as the Divine Word showing the origin of his power. And because judgment in
any intellectual nature comes from knowledge, he says significantly, “Ijudge only
as | hear it,” i.e., as I have acquired knowledge together with being from the
Father, so Ijudge: “Everything [ have heard from my Father I have made known
to you (Jn. 15:5).>¢

The judgments of Christ’s ordinary decisions are specified by
his prophetic knowledge, such that he is mentally conscious of the
will of God for him in a conceptual way. Yet as I have discussed
above, the judgment of Christ concerning the will he shares with
the Father acquires its evidential certitude only through the bea-
tific vision. This knowledge is an essential component, then, of

3% Aquinas insists on the irreducible distinction of natures in Christ. This is why, following
Augustine (De Trin. 1.7), he claims that in a sense it is necessary to say that Christ “is subject
to himself,” i.e., subordinates his created will to his divine will (STh III, q. 20, a. 2). He does
s0, however, in invoking Cyril of Alexandria as a witness to the nonsubordination of the
hypostasis of Christ with respect to the Father. In ST/ 111, q. 20, a. 1, ad 1 and 2 he notes that
obedience as such pertains to Christ’s human nature, but is not in him the act of a creature.
Rather, it is an act of the hypostasis of the Son 2 his human nature.

*¢ In loan., V, lect. 5 (Marietti ed., nn. 796-97) (emphasis added).
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the filial mode of the acts of Christ, because it alone permits the
Lord as man to know immediately his own divine will, being
moved by it and cooperating with it at each instant. This in turn
permits his human intellect and will to function instrumentally
with his divine, personal will as the two wills of one subject. By
the vision, the man Jesus knows immediately that he receives his
divine will from the Father, and his human acts of obedience bear
the imprint of this unique filial certitude. Nor can the human
obedience of Christ have this same “instrumental mode” without
recourse to this knowledge. Without the vision, the man
Jesus—moved by faith—could only obey what he believed and
hoped was his own divine will, but his acts would not stem from
an evidential knowledge of this will. Consequently, the human
obedience of Christ would function with a kind of independence,
moved by the decision of faith. It would not manifest Christ’s
certitude of his own divine will received eternally from the
Father, but would instead reflect an autonomous human desire to
act in accordance with the unknown operative will of God
(perceived obscurely and indirectly through the medium of
prophecy). The human obedience and the divine will of Christ
would therefore run on parallel tracks but never touch directly.
His human operations could not be immediately moved by his
divine operations in the unified cooperation of one subject. It
follows that even though Christ as man would subsist in the
Word, in his acts of obedience he would seek in faith to obey
himself in his divine nature.

We must conclude, then, that a Chalcedonian Christology,
which wishes (following Cyril, Maximus, and John of Damascene)
to affirm the instrumental unity of Christ’s human actions with
those of his divine will, should affirm the presence in his
humanity of the beatific vision as well. The actions of his distinct,
created nature are subordinate to and expressive of his divine
personhood through the medium of his immediate knowledge of
his divine filial will. In this way his identity as the Son of God
who is doing the work of the Father at all times (John 5:18-19)
can be expressed in a filial mode through human voluntary
submission to the paternal will.
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C) The Prayer of Jesus to the Father

Analogous things can be said about the prayer life of Christ.
Why does Christ pray if he already has the vision of God and
knows that he and the Father will be “victorious over the
world”?’” First, as Aquinas makes clear, Christ’s prayer is an
expression of his created, dependent nature, and does not pertain
to his divine nature.’® Consequently, it does not imply an eternal
subordination or obedience within the uncreated Trinity. Yet this
prayer is expressive of an inner-Trinitarian relation. It reveals to
us the relation that the person of the Son has with respect to the
Father: Jesus receives all that he is and has, both as God and man,
from the Father as his origin.

[Bleing both God and man [Christ] wished to offer prayers to the Father, not as
though He were incompetent, but for our instruction . . . that He might show
Himself to be from the Father, hence he says (Jn. 11:42: “Because of the people
who stand about I have said it [i.e., the words of the prayer], that they may
believe that Thou has sent Me”). . . .

Christ wished to pray to His Father in order to give us an example of
praying; and also to show that His Father is the author [auctor] both of His
eternal procession in the Divine nature, and of all the good that He possesses in
the human nature.”

Significant in this respect is the fact that, in praying, Christ does
not regard himself (the Word) as an object to whom he offers
petitions. He does not adore the Trinity.*® Rather, the scriptural

57 Cf. John 16:33

8 STh I, q. 21, a. 1: “Prayer is the unfolding of our will to God, that He may fulfill it.
If, therefore, there had been but one will in Christ, viz. the Divine, it would nowise belong to
Him to pray, since the Divine will of itself is effective of whatever He wishes by it. . . . But
because the Divine and the human wills are distinct in Christ, and the human will of itself is
not efficacious enough to do what it wishes, except by Divine power, hence to pray belongs
to Christ as man and as having a human will.”

$ STh 1, . 21, a. 1, and a. 3, respectively (emphasis added).

1 differ on this point from Matthew Levering (Christ’s Fulfillment of Temple and Torah,
92-93, 143), who attributes to Aquinas the idea that Jesus adores the three persons of the
Trinity in his human soul. To the best of my knowledge there are not texts to support this
view (which resembles Scotus’s doctrine) in Aquinas’s writings. Aquinas never ascribes either
adoratio or latria to Christ as a subject, in relation to the Father as object or to himself as
object. It seems, rather, that devotion in Christ receives a peculiar mode that is hypostatic. It
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evidence suggests that his prayer is directed to the Father: it is
primarily, therefore, a human mode of expression of his intra-
Trinitarian filial identity. It can only be this because of the
perfection of the prayer of Christ: it mirrors the will of the
Father, due to the fact that Christ’s heart is always “in the
Father.”® For Aquinas, then, Christ’s exemplarity in prayer is not
a kind of docetic play-acting, but a human expression and
enactment of his eternal relation to the Father, meant to reveal to
us that all things are received from the Father. His prayer initiates
us into an analogous “Trinitarian” relationship as sons of the
Father adopted by grace.

In light of what has been said above, however, it is clear that
Christ as man could not prayerfully recognize his origin from the
Father with evidential certitude without the beatific vision. Even
though his prayer is conceptual, this conceptuality participates in
the immediate knowledge of the Father’s will imparted by the
vision. This in turn permits his human intellect and will to
cooperate instrumentally with his divine, personal will as the two
wills of one subject. By the vision, the man Jesus knows who he
is and what he wills as God, and his human acts of prayer bear the
immediate imprint of this knowledge. As such the prayer of Christ
attains a unique, filial mode. It reflects through specifically human
acts his personal recognition as the Son of God that he receives all
things from the Father. This is why, even in praying for those
things that his intercession would merit, Christ was acting in

is a recognition by the Son in bis buman nature of having the Father as the origin of his divine
and human natures. As with obedience and prayer, therefore, it designates the procession of
the Son from the Father in human terms, and demonstrates that Christ receives the impetus
of all acts of providence from the Father’s will. H. Diepen (“La psychologie humaine du
Christ selon saint Thomas d’Aquin,” 540), also envisages the prayer of Christ as directed to
all of the three persons as objects, citing as his authority Thomassin, De Verbo Incarnato, 1. 9,
c. 11, and in this respect resembles Levering. Diepen’s inconsistency on this point with regard
to his own teaching that there is no “psychological autonomy” (535-56) of a unique human
subject in Christ is evident. In my opinion the positions of both Levering and Diepen justly
incur the objections of Weinandy concerning an implicit Nestorianism by attributing to the
human Christ an adoration of the Word.
! John 14: 8-11.
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accordance with the plan he foresaw in light of the Father’s will,
a will he shared in his divine nature.*?

Could this form of “instrumental” revelatory prayer be possible
uniquely by means of prophetic knowledge in the soul of Christ,
lived out in faith? In this case the man Jesus would lack evidential
knowledge of the will he receives eternally from the Father. His
prayer would therefore not be moved immediately by his filial will
as the Son of God, but would express instead the desire in his
human heart to do the will of God which he only believed that he
shared eternally with the Father. Therefore, his prayer would
operate on a parallel track to his divine will, without direct
contact. It could no longer manifest to us an immediate awareness
that he receives all things from the Father as Son. Instead of
taking on this “Trinitarian form,” then, the prayer of Christ
would seemingly acquire a kind of human autonomy of operation,
imploring in faith the divine activity of the Trinity that
transcended the scope of its knowledge. It is difficult to resist the
conclusion that Christ in his divine nature and activity would
become an object of prayer for Christ in his human nature and
activity. Here again, then, the need for the vision of the divine
will in the human soul of the Son is manifest: only this can bring
into perfect accord the cooperation of the human and divine wills
of Christ in his concrete agency as the Son of God. The unity of
the person of Jesus is manifest in his prayer because this action

€ STh 1L, q. 21, a.1, ad 3. Aquinas cites Damascene’s De Fide Orth., 111, c. 24, agreeing
with the latter that Christ did not “raise his mind to God” in the sense of progressively
acquiring knowledge of God through prayer because he possessed the “blessed vision” of God.
However, because of this grace, Christ’s mind was always raised up to the contemplation of
the divine nature, and was moved in accordance with the divine will. Christ therefore prayed
for things that he knew would be merited by his prayer: STh II1, q. 21, a. 1, ad 2. This does
not mean, however, that his natural will and his human psychology (i.e., sensuality) were not
revolted by the immanence of torture and death. On the contrary, Christ could overcome
these natural reactions only by his “deliberate will,” under the movement of the divine
initiative in the heights of his soul (STh 111, q. 21, a. 2; I, q. 21, a. 4, ad 1). The fact that his
rational will was naturally repulsed by the prospect of death at Gethsemene does not imply
a struggle of faith concerning the divine will, but a rational desire to overcome the natural
fears of death that are proper to being human in order to obey the divine will. (Cf. $Th III,
q. 18, a. 5, especially corp. and ad 3.)
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reveals his immediate awareness that “all things come from the
Father” (cf. John 13:3).

This can lead to a final objection: true prayer implies desire.
But could Christ really have desired anything in his earthly state
if he possessed the vision of God? Desire suggests an incom-
pleteness, an absence, and therefore also broaches upon the
problem of Jesus’ true suffering, and the privations imposed by his
historical condition. As Galot poignantly objects, could a Jesus
who possessed the immediate vision of God have suffered in
reality, in the ways that the Gospels themselves suggest? Could he
truly have desired some state of affairs other than that to which
he was immediately subject? Could a Jesus with the vision of God
have implored the Father during his crucifixion?

As Jean-Pierre Torrell has demonstrated, Aquinas was inno-
vative in rendering a theological account of the fully human
character of the experiential knowledge of Christ even against the
tendencies of his theological age and environment.® This per-
spective was present in a particular way in his understanding of
the existence of the beatific vision of the historical Christ. This
vision, according to Aquinas, was a grace accorded to the hu-
manity of Christ for the purposes of his soteriological mission.
Consequently, it was regulated by a particular economy of grace,
or dispensatio, proper to the earthly life of the Incarnate Son of
God.** As Torrell shows, Aquinas explicitly applies this notion to
the way in which the vision of God existed in the soul of Christ
in his earthly life (cf. STh I, q. 14, a. 1, ad 2; 11, q. 15, a. 5, ad
3,111, q. 45, a. 2; I1, q. 46, a. 8):°

¢ Jean-Pierre Torrell, “Le savoir acquis du Christ selon les théologiens médiévaux,” Revue
Thomiste 101 (2001): 355-408.

®* Aquinas uses the term dispensatio as a Latin expression of the Greek concept of
oikonomia (divine government). As is well known, Aquinas understands the redemption of
fallen man as the teleological purpose of the Incarnation (see STh IIl q. 1, a. 1). This
“redemptive” logic of divine government therefore effects not only why the Incarnation took
place, but also how. For example, so that he could merit for humanity through the crucifixion,
Christ assumed a human nature without sin but simultaneously capable of physical, emotional
and spiritual suffering as well as corporeal death (see STh IIT qq. 14 and 15).

 Cf. Torrell, “St. Thomas d’Aquin et la science du Christ,”400-401.
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From the natural relationship which flows between the soul and the body, glory
flows into the body from the soul’s glory. Yet the natural relationship in Christ
was subject to the will of His Godhead, and thereby it came to pass that the
beatitude remained in the soul, and did not flow into the body; but the flesh
suffered what belongs to a passible nature.*

Far from deriving uniquely from a nonscriptural principle of
perfection, then, this dimension of Aquinas’s thought takes into
consideration precisely the spiritual needs of the human Christ for
the purposes of his saving mission. Among these is the need of the
Son to know indefectibly in his human nature the will of the
Father (which the Son receives eternally from him) so as to
express it in a human way.*” Yet this grace also coexists
simultaneously with the natural possibility of experiential
learning, as well as terrible physical and mental suffering.®® This

5 STh 1, q. 14, a. 1, ad 2.

 Throughout this essay I have emphasized the teachings of the Johannine theology of
Christ. However, a number of texts from the Synoptic tradition also describe Christ referring
(implicitly but evidently) to his divine will in his concrete human actions. See, for example,
Matt 11:25-27 (“Yes Father such has been your gracious will. All things have been handed
over to me by my Father”); Luke 10:18-20 (“I have given you the power to tread on
scorpions”); Luke 13:34-5 (“Jerusalem, I yearned to gather your children together”). In all of
these cases Jesus expresses in his human desires his divine identity and will. He does not have
to ponder the nature of this will through a consideration of prophetic revelation. This can
only be the case because, in the unity of his subjective action, he knows in an immediate
human way his own divine power, identity, and will. The Synoptic miracle tradition is
particularly eloquent in this regard: Matt 8: 2-3: “And then a leper approached, did him
homage, and said, ‘Lord, if you wish, you can make me clean.” He stretched out his hand,
touched him, and said, ‘I will do it. Be made clean’. His leprosy was cleansed immediately.”
See also Matt 9:27-29; Mark 2:5-12; Luke 8:22-24.

®STh1I, q. 19, a. 1. In STH 111, q. 46, aa. 7 and 8, Aquinas follows Damascene (De Fide
Orth., 11, c. 19) in underscoring the economic mode of Christ’s experience of the passion.
Spiritual and physical agony were permitted to coexist with the pacifying beatitude of
immediate knowledge of the Father and of the divine will. In counter-distinction from the
beatific vision in the life of the glorified Christ, and of the blessed, the mode of the beatific
vision in the earthly life of Christ is such that it affects only the “heights of the soul,” that is
to say, uniquely the operations of intellect and will in their direct relation to the divine nature.
This extraordinary knowledge presupposes, respects, and integrates the natural order of
Christ’s human thinking, feeling, and sensing, without changing its essential structure. An
excellent analysis of this point is made by Colman O’Neill (“The Problem of Christ’s Human
Autonomy,” 234-37). See also E. Weber, Le Christ selon saint Thomas d’Aquin (Paris: Desclée,
1988), 179-98. J. M. Garrigues has extended this principle, showing how it applies for
Aquinas to the “infused science” of Christ, which is “habitual” and in potency to know all that
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means that for Aquinas, what is denoted in contemporary
parlance by the “psychology of Christ” (his imagination, emo-
tions, ideas etc.) is not structurally changed by Christ’s extra-
ordinary knowledge of his own divine identity, will, and mission.
Once again, the human faculties of Christ are not affected in their
natural specification, but only in their mode of exercise.®® They are
fully natural but in their concrete exercise they are organized
from within by a higher spiritual awareness that Christ has of his
transcendent identity, will, and mission. This means that they
retain all of their natural vulnerability.

Consequently, for Aquinas, the prayer of Christ in a very real
sense is a genuine expression of the historical character of his
consciousness, and of his real submission to the contingent
circumstances of providence. Christ could and did hope for his
own deliverance (through resurrection) from the terrible spiritual
and sensible experiences of suffering and death. He also hoped for
the future establishment of the Church among his followers, and
for their eventual earthly mission and heavenly glorification.”
The fact that he foresaw these realities in the heights of his soul
was not a substitute for his more ordinary human way of thinking
and feeling about them: the latter coexisted with this higher
knowledge.”! Thus, his vision was not a consolation for the
absence of the human experience of these specific objects of
desire. In fact, it could be the source of an existential
dissatisfaction: the desire for something known to be in the future

can be known (STH 111, q. 9, a. 3), but in act uniquely with respect to those things Christ must
know for the sake of his mission (STh Il q. 11, a. 5, obj. 2, corp. and ad 2). See Garrigues,
“La conscience,” 47-51. As Garrigues points out, this teaching is mirrored in the recent
Catechism of the Catholic Church, nn. 473-74, with reference to Mark 13:32 and Acts 1:7.

© SThII, q. 19, a. 1, ad 3.

7 A point Aquinas makes clearly in analyzing the desires of Christ: ST IIT, q. 21, a. 3,
corp., ad 2 and 3. See also 111, q. 7, a. 4.

7t This is Aquinas’s point in insisting on the simultaneous existence in Christ of both an
immediate knowledge of God and an “experiential, acquired knowledge” of his human
surroundings. Cf. STh 111, q. 12, a. 2, where he notes his change of mind on this issue with
respect to the earlier position of IIl Sent., d. 14, a. 3.
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but as yet unattained. This was particularly acute with respect to
Christ’s hope for the reconciliation of human persons with God.”?

What conclusion is to be drawn from these reflections
concerning the claims of Galot and Weinandy? On the one hand,
we see that St. Thomas’s treatment of the human will of Christ
permits us to take seriously the specifically human character of the
willing of Jesus manifest in his obedience and prayer. On the
other hand, it also accounts for the filial mode of this same
voluntary activity in the human Christ. Therefore, it allows us to
take seriously the historical contingency of the man Jesus in the
limitations of his human historical state even while simultaneously
insisting on the way in which this same human nature reveals
intra-Trinitarian relations between Jesus and the Father. Only
because of Aquinas’s key distinction between the nature and mode
of Christ’s human activity is this insight available. At the same
time, this operational correlation in Jesus between his human will
and the will of the Father with whom he is in relation in his
personal acts can itself only occur through the medium of an
immediate knowledge of his own identity and divine will. Because
this is the case, the Trinitarian intelligibility of the obedience and
prayer of Christ requires that the immediate vision of God be
present in Christ. Only this grace can effectuate the personal unity
of the action of Jesus in and through a differentiation of natures,
so that the divine will of the Son of God is revealed to us
instrumentally, through Christ’s human action. Only because of
this grace do these activities in the consciousness of Christ appear
in all of their “Chalcedonian” integrity. If we deny the existence
of this grace, in light of what has been said above, then we make
the filial and instrumental character of the obedience and prayer
of Christ unintelligible.

7> Cf. Luke 13:34; 23:34; John 17:1, 5, 15-24. This principle is illustrated most acutely
by John 17:24: “Father, I desire that they also, whom thou hast given me, may be with me
where I am, to behold my glory which thou hast given me in thy love for me before the
foundation of the world.” The clear indication is that Christ actually beholds in his human
nature the glory he has eternally from the Father, and that he simultaneously desires this glory
to be shared in by his disciples. This prayer therefore both expresses a filial awareness of an
identity received from the Father and an unfulfilled desire on behalf of the disciples, which
motivates Christ to suffer the forthcoming passion.
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CONCLUSION

In these brief observations I have argued (following a host of
recent commentators) that Aquinas’s theology of Christ bears
within it significant resources for treating the contemporary
challenge of a theological reflection on “the consciousness of
Christ.” Contrary to the claims of Galot and Weinandy, I do not
believe that a Thomistic account of the presence of the beatific
vision in Christ falls into the extremes of either Monophysitism
or Nestorianism. On the contrary, the Thomistic understanding
of this grace is central to an integral Christology that avoids either
of these errors. The inner life of Jesus, as this essay has suggested
following Herman Diepen, is to some extent irreducibly different
from our own. There is no pure similitude between his self-
awareness and ours due to the fact that his human self-awareness
is that of the Incarnate Word. However, all that is human in
Christ flourishes under the influence of grace, and his human
actions are more perfect than our own precisely because of the
presence in this humanity of the transcendent personhood of God.
The immediate knowledge of God (or the beatific vision) is a
necessary element of his humanity, due to the duality of natures
that are present in the life of the Son of God, and their
simultaneous cooperation in one personal subject. Only through
this vision can the human actions of Jesus acquire their particular
filial character as “instrumental” actions of the Son of God.
Theologians who wish to reconsider this classical teaching of the
Church must face the real challenge of explaining how, in the
absence of this vision, the unity of the theandric acts of Christ
may properly be maintained.”

73 I am grateful to Nicanor Austriaco, Jean Miguel Garrigues, and Thomas Weinandy for
their comments on earlier drafts of this essay, which helped greatly to improve its content.
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T IS WELL KNOWN that Aquinas holds that the acquired

moral virtues can exist apart from charity.’ Several Thomist

scholars, however, have argued that we are to understand
Aquinas’s repeated assertions that the acquired moral virtues can
exist apart from grace only in the following highly qualified sense:
although an individual can acquire disconnected dispositions to
various good actions apart from charity, he cannot possess con-
nected acquired moral virtue.?

In this paper I wish to address a defense of the above claim
recently put forward by Thomas Osborne.’ Osborne questions

! Aquinas makes this claim explicitly in STh I-1I q. 65, a. 2; and STk II-II q. 23, a. 7.
Aquinas’s remarks in other texts, such as his assertion in Quaestiones disputatae De virtutibus,
q.1,a.9,ad 5 that the acquired virtues are not destroyed by mortal sin, imply the same thesis.

? Réginald Garrigou-Lagrange holds that the acquired virtues cannot be connected apart
from grace; see Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, The Three Ages of the Interior Life, trans. Sr.
Timothea Doyle (New York: Herder Book Co., 1947), 59. Jacques Maritain also argues in
favor of this position (Jacques Maritain, Science and Wisdom, trans. Bernard Wall [London:
The Centenary Press, 1940], 145-52). Robert Miner has recently defended the same thesis on
the basis of his reading of STh I-Il q. 61, a. 5; and STh I-II q. 62, a. 4. Miner believes that the
“purgative virtue” Aquinas describes in the fifth article of question 61 is a description of the
highest form of acquired virtue, and concludes on the basis of this that acquired prudence
cannot exist without charity. Due to length constraints, I will not address Miner’s argument
in this paper. However, I should note that a comparison of De virtutibus cardinalibus, a. 2;
and STH I-II q. 61, a. 5 indicates that what Miner takes as a description of acquired virtue is
in fact a reference to infused virtue. See Robert Miner, “Non-Aristotelian Prudence in the
Prima Secundae,” The Thomist 64 (2000): 401-22.

* Thomas Osborne, “The Augustinianism of Thomas Aquinas’s Moral Theory,” The
Thomist 67 (2003): 279-305. Osborne is responding to Brian Shanley, “Aquinas on Pagan
Virtue,” The Thomist 63 (1999): 553-77.
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whether the pagan can possess connected moral virtue. Speci-
fically, he argues that because there can be no acquired prudence
without charity, neither can there be any connected acquired
moral virtue without charity, but only disconnected inclinations
to good actions.” Definitive proof for this conclusion, he believes,
can be found in the first and second articles of question 65 of the
Prima Secundae. He argues that these articles establish that (1)
without prudence the acquired moral virtues can be no more than
isolated dispositions to good actions, and that (2) prudence cannot
exist without charity. Consequently, we cannot but conclude that
(3) without charity there can be no prudence and hence no
connected acquired moral virtue.” If such an argument can be
found in question 65, it certainly seems to prove Osborne’s point.
However, as I shall argue in this paper, it is by no means clear that
we ought to interpret the second article of question 65 as Osborne
and others do.

I shall argue that a careful reading of the relevant texts—
especially question 65 of the Prima Secundae—indicates that
Aquinas does believe that the acquired moral virtues, connected
by acquired prudence, can exist apart from grace. If scholars
believe the texts indicate otherwise, it is most likely because they
overlook Aquinas’s distinction between acquired and infused
moral virtue in general, and his distinction between acquired and
infused prudence in particular. My argument will have three
parts. First, [ will examine Aquinas’s treatment of the connection
of the virtues in his Quaestio disputata De virtutibus cardinalibus.
This text reveals that Aquinas recognizes three separate levels of
virtuous habits: (1) disconnected inclinations towards good
actions; (2) the acquired moral virtues, which are connected by
prudence but which nonetheless do not order man towards the

* Osborne, “The Augustinianism of Aquinas’s Moral Theory,” 294. Osborne does qualify
this claim slightly, saying that “perfect acquired prudence” cannot exist without grace.
However, Aquinas does not refer to “perfect acquired prudence” in the texts Osborne
examines (or, to my knowledge, anywhere else) and Osborne does not define what he means
by this term. It is possible that he intends this as a reference to what Aquinas calls prudence
simpliciter, but, as we shall show in the third section of this paper, only infused prudence is
prudence simpliciter.

?Tbid. Maritain offers much the same reading of these articles (see above, note 2).
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end “totius vitae”; and (3) the infused moral virtues, which are
connected by both prudence and charity, and which do order man
to the end “totius vitae.” In the second part of this article, T will
turn to Aquinas’s discussion of the connection of the virtues in the
Prima Secundae. When we read this text in light of the divisions
established in De virtutibus cardinalibus we see that Aquinas
clearly holds that virtues of type (2) can exist apart from charity.
Finally, in the third part of this article, I will turn to Aquinas’s
examination of prudence in the Secunda Secundae, and show how
his remarks there demonstrate that the acquired prudence
necessary to connect the acquired moral virtues can indeed exist
apart from charity.

Before beginning my discussion, I wish to make two comments
about the texts used in this article. First, the Quaestiones
disputatae De virtutibus, the Prima Secundae, and the Secunda
Secundae were all written between 1271 and 1272.° Because of
the proximity of the texts, I shall not address the unlikely
possibility that Aquinas altered his theory of virtue between the
writing of one text and another. Second, although it is possible
that Aquinas authored the Prima Secundae text slightly earlier
than the text of De virtutibus (the former appeared in 1271, while
the latter appeared between 1271 and 1272), I shall address the
latter text first because it offers a more systematic discussion of
the connection of the virtues. As such it provides a good
framework in which to examine the Prima Secundae text.

I. DE VIRTUTIBUS CARDINALIBUS

Aquinas addresses the connection of the virtues in the question
De virtutibus cardinalibus. The second article of this question asks
whether the virtues are connected, so that to possess one virtue is

¢ Torrell dates these works as appearing between 1271 and 1272. The Quaestiones
disputatae De virtutibus (comprised of De virtutibus in communi, De caritate, De correctione
fraterna, De spe, and De virtutibus cardinalibus) and the Secunda Secundae appeared between
1271 and 1272, while the Prima Secundae appeared in 1271. See Jean-Pierre Torrell, Saint
Thomas Aquinas: The Person and His Work, trans. Robert Royal (rev. ed.; Washington, D.C.:
The Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 329.
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to possess all of them. Aquinas responds by distinguishing three
different levels of virtue: (1) virtuous inclinations, (2) connected
acquired virtue, and (3) infused virtue. Within each of the two
higher levels, Aquinas argues, the virtues are connected to each
other, so that to possess one virtue is to possess all the others, and
within each of these two higher levels prudence connects the
other moral virtues. In addition, as we shall see, Aquinas states
that at the level of infused virtue (and only at that level) charity is
a necessary prerequisite of prudence and hence of all the other
infused moral virtues.

Aquinas locates the three different levels of virtue listed above
by employing two distinctions. The first is a distinction between
perfect and imperfect moral virtue:

It should be said that we can speak of virtues in two ways: in one way regarding
perfect virtues; and in another way regarding imperfect virtues. Perfect virtues
are connected to each other; but imperfect virtues are not necessarily connected.
For since virtue makes man and his work good, a perfect virtue makes man and
his work perfectly good; an imperfect virtue does not render man and his work
good simpliciter, but in some respect.”

Aquinas then proceeds to explain that a virtue is good in the
former sense when it brings man into conformity with a rule or
standard of action. A virtue is simply a good habit, and a habit is
said to be good or bad insofar as it brings its possessor into
conformity with the rule, or standard, of human action.® A habit
cannot be truly good and hence cannot truly merit the title of
virtue, then, unless it succeeds in this.” The “rule” of human
action, however, can be understood in two ways, and this leads
Aquinas to make a second distinction.

7 De virtut. card., a. 2: “Dicendum, quod de virtutibus dupliciter possumus loqui: uno
modo de virtutibus perfectis; alio modo de virtutibus imperfectis. Perfectae quidem virtutes
connexae sibi sunt; imperfectae autem virtutes non sunt ex necessitate connexae. Ad cuius
evidentiam sciendum est, quod cum virtus sit quae hominem bonum facit, et opus eius bonum
reddit, illa est virtus perfecta quae perfecte opus hominus bonum reddit, etipsum bonum facit;
illa autem est imperfecta, quac hominem et opus eius reddit bonum non simpliciter, sed
quantum ad aliquid.” All translations are my own.

8 Ibid.; see also STh I-1I q. 49, a. 3

® De virtut. card., a. 2.
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Whereas Aquinas’s first distinction has to do with whether or
not a virtue brings man into conformity with a rule, his second
concerns with which standard of action the virtue brings man into
conformity. Virtue can either bring man into conformity with the
rule of action “homogenea et propria homini”~—namely, into con-
formity with right reason—or it can bring man into conformity
with a higher rule, “prima mensura transcendens, quod est
Deus.”"

The two “rules” correspond to the distinction between infused
and acquired virtue. Aquinas consistently bases the distinction
between infused and acquired virtue on the fact that man needs
different virtues insofar as he is brought into conformity with
different “rules” or standards of action. In articles 9 and 10 of De
virtutibus in communi, Aquinas notes that the standard of human
action can be considered in more than one way. The virtues that
perfect man in a manner commensurate with his created nature
are acquired virtues, while those that bring man into conformity
with the “prima mensura transcendens quod est Deus” must be
infused by God."' Only the latter, Aquinas states, are virtues
simpliciter perfectae. The former are perfect only in a sense,
insofar as they bring man into conformity with the good
commensurate to his nature.'” Aquinas offers the same explana-
tion when he distinguishes infused and acquired moral virtue in
the Prima Secundae. His second distinction, then, is a distinction
between infused and acquired virtue.

In the ensuing discussion, Aquinas uses the above distinctions
to posit three levels of virtue: (1) virtues omnino imperfectae, (2)
virtues aliqualiter perfectae, and (3) virtues simpliciter perfectae.
The lowest level of virtue consists of those habits which perfect
man in some respect, but incompletely. Aquinas’s favorite
example of habits that fall into this category is the dispositions

91bid. It is important to note that Aquinas’s assertion that there are two “rules” of human
action should not be read as a claim that man has two ends. For a helpful discussion of this,
see Shanley, “Pagan Virtue,” 555.

" Aquinas, De virtut. comm., a. 9; see also a. 10.

2 De virtut. comm., a. 9, ad 7.

B STh 111 q. 63, a. 2.
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towards various kinds of action that exist in man from birth."
Some people have, from birth, inclinations towards fortitude,
temperance, or mercy. Habits such as these give one an aptitude
for performing certain kinds of actions, but they do not make one
good in an unqualified sense because they are not guided by
prudence. Hence, unlike genuine virtues, these dispositions can as
easily be put to the service of bad ends as of good." It is precisely
because these dispositions are unaccompanied by prudence that
Aquinas designates them as ommnino imperfectae:

There are therefore three levels of virtue. For certain virtues are ommnino
imperfectae, which exist without prudence, not attaining right reason, such as the
inclinations that some have toward certain works of virtue even from their

birth.'®

The defining mark of the habits at this lowest level of virtue,
then, is that they lack the direction of right reason. Such
dispositions are not connected to each other, but even more
importantly, they cannot even really be called virtues:

Inclinations of this kind are not in all people at once, but some have an
inclination to one, some to another. These inclinations do not have the character
of virtue, because no one can use virtue badly, according to Augustine; but one
can use these inclinations badly and harmfully, if he uses them without
discretion.”

¥ It is important to note, however, that Aquinas does not limit this level of virtue to the
inclinations one is born with, but merely mentions these inclinations as one example of this
kind of virtue. His statements elsewhere show that this lowest level of virtue is by no means
limited to the dispositions one is born with. In his parallel discussion in STk I-Il q. 65, a. 1,
Aquinas says that this category might also include dispositions acquired by custom.

¥ De virtut. card., a. 2.

16 Thid.: “Sic igitur est triplex gradus virtutum. Sunt enim quaedam virtutes omnino
imperfectae, quae sine prudentia existunt, non attingentes rationem rectam, sicut sunt
inclinations quas aliqui habent ad aliqua virtutum opera etiam ab ipsa nativitate.”

7 Tbid.: “Huiusmodi autem inclinations non simul insunt omnibus, sed quidam habent
inclinationem ad unum, quidam ad aliud. Hae autem inclinationes non habent rationem
virtutis, quia virtute nullus male utitur, secundum Augustinum; huiusmodi autem
inclinationibus potest aliquis male uti et nocive, si sine discretione utatur.” Aquinas makes this
same point earlier, in article 8 of De virtutibus in communis. An inclination that lacks the
guidance of reason, he states there, may be a beginning of virtue, but it is not a perfect virtue.
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Above the virtues that are ommnino imperfectae, Aquinas posits
a second level of virtue, those that are aliqualiter perfectae. These
virtues are directed by right reason, and hence do bring man into
conformity with a rule. However, they fall short of true perfection
because they do not unite man to God in charity and thus fail to
bring man into conformity with his true end:

The second level of virtues is those which attain right reason, but nevertheless
do not attain God himself through charity. These are aliqualiter perfectae
through comparison to the human good, but nevertheless they are not simpliciter
perfectae, because they do not attain the first rule, which is the ultimate end."®

As noted above, Aquinas’s description here matches the definition
of acquired virtue offered in several parallel texts. We can thus
safely assume that when he speaks of the virtues that are
aliqualiter perfectae, he is speaking of the acquired virtues.

Aquinas then proceeds to assert that the virtues that attain right
reason but do not attain God in charity are connected to each
other, and that they are connected by prudence:

If we consider perfect virtues at the second level, with respect to the human
good, they are connected through prudence; because there can be no moral
virtue without prudence, nor can there be prudence, if moral virtue is lacking.?

On Aquinas’s own account, then, the virtues that are aliqualiter
perfectae do not “attain God in charity” and yet are connected by
prudence.

The virtues at the third and highest level, those that are
simpliciter perfectae, are the only virtues that perfect man
unqualifiedly. While the virtues at the second level bring man into
conformity with right reason, the virtues at the third and highest
level bring man into conformity with the ultimate end: “The

¥ De virtut. card., a. 2: “Secundus autem gradus virtutum est illarum quae attingunt
rationem rectam, non tamen attingunt ad ipsum Deum per caritatem. Hae quidem aliqualiter
sunt perfectae per comparationem ad bonum humanum, non tamen suntsimpliciter perfectae,
quia non attingunt ad primam regulam, quae est ultimas finis.”

* Tbid.: “Si autem accipiamus virtutes perfectas in secundo gradu, respectu boni humani,
sic connectuntur per prudentiam; quia sine prudentia nulla virtus moralis esse potest, nec
prudentia haberi potest, si cui deficiat moralis virtus.”
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virtues at the third level, which are simultaneous with charity, are
perfect simpliciter. These virtues make the act of man good
simpliciter, as attaining the ultimate end.””® Aquinas explains that
when man is united to God in charity he is infused with habits
disposing him towards those actions to which charity inclines.
Since charity inclines to the acts of all the virtues, all the virtues
are infused along with charity. These virtues, says Aquinas, are
connected through charity, since if charity is present, all the other
virtues are present as well, and none of these virtues can exist
without charity: “Therefore, if we consider the virtues that are
perfect simpliciter, they are connected because of charity; because
no such virtue can be had without charity, and if charity is had, all
are had.””" This last remark indicates that the virtues at the third
level are infused virtues. For only of infused virtues is it true that
“no such virtue can be had without charity, and if charity is had,
all are had.”*

This distinction of three levels of virtue appears to contradict
Osborne’s thesis that the acquired virtues, apart from charity, can
be no more than isolated inclinations to good actions. For in this
text, Aquinas appears to move in a clear progression from (1)
dispositions that exist apart from both charity and right reason to
(2) dispositions that exist together with prudence but apart from
charity to (3) the virtues that exist together with charity. He
clearly states that the virtues at the second level are connected,

2 1bid.: “Tertius gradus est virtutum simpliciter perfectarum, quae sunt simul cum caritate;
haec enim virtutes faciunt actum hominis simpliciter bonum, quasi attingentem usque ad
ultimum finem.”

2 Ibid.: “Sic ergo, si accipiamus virtutes simpliciter perfectas, connectuntur propter
caritatem; quia nulla virtus talis sine caritate haberi potest, et caritate habita omnes habentur.”
We should note that by citing charity as the reason for the connection of the infused virtues,
Aquinas does not exclude prudence as a cause of the connection; however, because charity is
the source of infused prudence, it is the primary cause of the connection of the infused virtues.
Hence in ST I-11, q. 65, a. 3 Aquinas will say that the infused virtues are connected by both
charity and prudence.

22 This is true for two reasons. First, as we shall see in what follows, Aquinas repeatedly
asserts that the acquired virtues can exist apart from charity. Second, only of the infused
virtues is it true that “if charity is had, all are had.” This is certainly not true of the acquired
virtues, since an infused virtue can coexist with dispositions to the acquired vices.
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that they are connected by prudence, and that unlike the moral
virtues that are simpliciter perfectae, they do not “attain God in
charity.”

The natural conclusion is that—contrary to Osborne’s interpre-
tation—the acquired virtues can exist as connected virtues apart
from charity. Osborne however, takes a somewhat different view
of this text. Noting that others, such as Brian Shanley, view it as
evidence that connected acquired virtue can exist apart from
grace, Osborne denies that such a conclusion is warranted:

According to Shanley, this threefold distinction shows that pagans can have those
virtues which belong to the second grade even though they cannot have charity
and the infused moral virtues. He seems to infer the position that the acquired
virtues can fully exist without charity from the fact that the acquired virtues are
connected through acquired prudence. To the best of my knowledge, neither
John of St. Thomas nor Maritain denies that the acquired moral virtues are
connected through prudence. The real issue is whether the virtue of prudence
can exist in someone who lacks charity. . . . For Shanley’s interpretation to be
correct, Thomas would have to be arguing not only that the acquired virtues are
connected through prudence but also that someone who does not have charity
can have prudence.”

Thus, although Osborne concedes that the acquired virtues are
connected by prudence, and must—if he accepts the statements of
the article discussed above—accept that the acquired virtues,
connected by acquired prudence, do not order man to God in
charity, he denies (on the basis of his reading of STh I-11, g. 65, a.
2) that the acquired prudence necessary to connect them can exist
apart from charity.

In the following sections I will argue that (1) the text in
question from the Prima Secundae (STh I-1, q. 65, a. 2) does not
show that charity is a prerequisite of acquired prudence but rather
indicates that it is not, and further that (2) Aquinas’s treatment of
prudence in the Secunda Secundae shows that acquired prudence
can exist apart from grace.

2 Osborne, “The Augustinianism of Thomas Aquinas’s Moral Theory,” 299-300
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II. PRIMA SECUNDAE

I now wish to examine the first and second articles of question
65 of the Prima Secundae, which Osborne cites as the primary
evidence for his interpretation, against the background of the text
from De virtutibus cardinalibus. According to Osborne, these
articles show that the acquired prudence necessary to connect the
acquired virtues cannot exist apart from charity.?* In what
follows, I shall argue the two following points. First, these articles
support the thesis that the acquired virtues, connected by
prudence, can exist apart from grace. Second, while Aquinas does
assert in these articles that the virtues are not connected without
prudence, he never asserts that charity is a prerequisite of all
prudence. To the contrary, he only insists that charity is a
prerequisite of infused prudence, and he consistently makes this
claim in the context of contrasting infused and acquired virtue.
Nothing in this latter text, then, supports Osborne’s claim that
charity is a prerequisite of 4/l prudence and hence of connected
acquired virtue.

A) Article 1

The first article of question 65 is devoted to the question of
whether the virtues are connected, so that to have one virtue is to
have all the virtues. Aquinas’s response here, while not identical
to that in the De virtutibus cardinalibus, is very similar. As in the
above text, Aquinas’s first move is to distinguish perfect from
imperfect moral virtue. He again cites natural dispositions as a
paradigmatic instance of imperfect virtue, along with various
dispositions we acquire through custom:

moral virtue can be considered as either perfect or imperfect. An imperfect moral
virtue, such as temperance or fortitude, is nothing more than an inclination in

% 1hid., 293.
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us towards doing some kind of good work, whether such inclination is in us by
nature or custom.”

Such inclinations are not connected, as is evidenced by
experience—many people have inclinations towards some acts of
virtue but not others.*

As in De virtutibus cardinalibus, Aquinas then proceeds to
distinguish perfect from imperfect moral virtue on the basis of
what virtue is supposed to do. Dispositions that truly deserve the
title of “virtue” do not merely dispose one towards the per-
formance of good acts, but rather dispose one to perform good
acts in the right way. This latter sort of action requires that all the
virtues exist together, for to perform a good act in the right way
requires not merely an inclination towards that act, but that the
individual in question make the right choice. This requires
prudence, which in turn requires all the other moral virtues.”

Just as in the former text, then, Aquinas makes an initial
division between perfect and imperfect moral virtue on the basis
of the presence or absence of prudence. Only those moral virtues
that exist together with prudence truly merit the title of “virtue,”
and hence only those virtues can be termed “perfect” virtues. The
difference is that Aquinas does not, in this first article, distinguish
between kinds of perfect virtue. He merely distinguishes perfect
from imperfect moral virtue, and the only tool he needs for this
is a reflection on the presence or absence of prudence.

B) Article 2

The first article of question 65 thus reiterates the first
distinction Aquinas makes in De virtutibus cardinalibus: there can
be no perfect moral virtue apart from prudence. If Osborne is
correct, the second article offers a further stipulation, namely,

5 STh 111, q. 65, a. 1: “virtus moralis potest accipi vel perfecta or imperfecta. Imperfecta
quidem moralis virtus, ut temperantia ver fortitudo, nihil aliud est quam inclinatio in nobis
existens ad opus aliquod de genere bonorum faciendum, sive talis inclinatio sit in nobis a
natura sive ex assuetudine.”

* Tbid.

* Ibid.
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that the prudence needed to connect the moral virtues cannot
exist without charity. However, when we examine the second
article of question 65 closely, we see it actually makes a rather
different claim. The second article does indeed ask whether the
moral virtues can exist without charity, but in order to answer this
question Aquinas—just as in De wvirtutibus cardinalibus—
introduces a further distinction, one that differentiates two kinds
of perfect virtue. Aquinas frames his entire response in terms of
a contrast between the acquired moral virtues, which are perfect
only secundum quid, and the infused moral virtues, which are
perfect simpliciter. In the context of this distinction, Aquinas
replies that infused prudence cannot exist without charity, and
hence that the infused moral virtues, which in turn cannot exist
without infused prudence, cannot exist without charity. He
asserts, on the other hand, that the acquired moral virtues can
exist without charity. His discussion here thus appears to follow
the same course as that of the De virtutibus cardinalibus in
distinguishing three levels of virtue, with this difference: whereas
in the De virtutibus cardinalibus text Aquinas clearly states that
the acquired virtues are connected by prudence but only
implies—by stating that they do not attain God in charity—that
they can exist apart from charity, in this text Aquinas definitively
states that the acquired virtues can exist apart from charity.

After distinguishing between perfect and imperfect moral
virtue on the basis of the presence or absence of prudence,
Aquinas then proceeds in the second article to a discussion of
whether and how moral virtue can exist without charity.
Aquinas’s first move is to distinguish between the acquired moral
virtues, which can exist without charity, and the infused moral
virtues, which cannot. Since the acquired moral virtues are
ordered to an end that does not exceed human nature, they can
exist without charity:

As said above, the moral virtues can be acquired through human acts insofar as
they produce good works ordered to an end that does not exceed the natural
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capacity of man. When acquired in this way they can exist without charity, as
was the case for many pagans.”®

The moral virtues that order man to the end “totius vitae,”
however, must be infused by God. These, Aquinas asserts, cannot
exist apart from charity:

Insofar as they produce good works ordered to the ultimate supernatural end,
they truly and perfectly have the character of virtue and cannot be acquired by
human actions, but are infused by God. Moral virtues of this kind cannot exist
without charity

Aquinas makes it clear from the outset, then, that the question of
whether the moral virtues can exist without charity can only be
answered so long as the distinction between infused and acquired
moral virtue is kept firmly in mind. Aquinas will continue to
appeal to this distinction throughout the remainder of the article.

Immediately after stating that the infused moral virtues cannot
exist apart from charity, Aquinas explains why it is that moral
virtues “of this kind”—that s, infused moral virtues—cannot exist
without charity.>® Again, Aquinas frames his reply in terms of the
contrast between infused and acquired virtue. The infused moral
virtues cannot exist apart from charity, he explains, because the
moral virtues cannot exist without prudence, nor prudence
without the moral virtues. But the infused virtues order man to
the end “totius vitae,” and man cannot reason correctly about
those things ordered to this end unless he is first appropriately
ordered to it through charity. Aquinas thus concludes that neither

B STh -1, q. 65, a. 2: “sicut supra dictum est, virtutes morales, prout sunt operativae boni
in ordine ad finem qui non excedit facultatem naturalem hominis, possunt per opera humana
acquiri. Et sic acquisitae sine caritate esse possunt, sicut fuerunt in multis gentilibus.”

¥ Ibid.: “Secundum autem quod sunt operativae boni in ordine ad ultimum finem
supernaturalern, sic perfecte et vere habent rationem virtutes, et non possunt humanis actibus
acquiri, sed infunduntur a Deo. Et hujusmodi virtutes morales sine caritate esse non possunt”
(emphasis added).

3 The stipulation “of this kind” is crucial, because it indicates that the immediately
following discussion of why “moral virtue” cannot exist without infused prudence and hence
without charity refers to infused moral virtue.
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infused prudence nor, consequently, the other infused moral
virtues can exist without charity.’’

We should note that nothing in this text implies the conclusion
that the acquired moral virtues cannot exist without charity, or
that acquired prudence cannot exist without charity. Certainly,
those virtues that order us correctly with respect to the end
“totius vitae” cannot, but Aquinas has just gone to great lengths to
make it clear that such virtues are infused virtues.

This reading is borne out by the immediately following text, in
which Aquinas continues to discuss the contrast between infused
and acquired virtue. Because only the infused virtues order man
to the end “totius vitae,” only these truly merit the title of virtue,
while the others are virtues only in a certain sense:

Therefore it is clear from what has been said that only the infused virtues are
perfect, and are to be called virtues simpliciter, because they order man well
towards his ultimate end simply speaking. The other virtues, namely the
acquired, are virtues secundum quid, but not simpliciter. For they order man well
with respect to the ultimate end in some genus, but not with respect to the
ultimate end simply speaking.*

This final description, we should note, is virtually identical with
the division between two kinds of perfect virtue that Aquinas
makes in De virtutibus cardinalibus.

Aquinas thus frames his entire response to the question of
whether the moral virtues can exist without charity in terms of a
contrast between the infused and acquired moral virtues. His main
concern seems to be to demonstrate that, unlike the acquired
moral virtues, the infused moral virtues cannot exist apart from
charity. Nowhere does he make the assertion that Osborne and
others claim to find in this text, namely, that the prudence that

3! Tbid. Again, we should note that although Aquinas merely says “nec aliae virtutes
morales” he has already indicated with “of this kind” that further references to moral virtue
will be references to infused moral virtue.

2 Tbid.: “Patet igitur ex dictis quod solae virtutes infusae sunt perfectae, et simpliciter
dicendae virtutes, quia bene ordinant hominem ad finem ultimum simpliciter. Aliae vero
virtutes, scilicet acquisitae, sunt secundum quid virtutes, non autem simpliciter. Ordinant enim
hominem bene respectu finis ultimi in aliquo genere, non autem respectu finis ultimi
simpliciter.”
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connects the acquired moral virtues cannot exist without charity.
Aquinas’s only reference to charity as a prerequisite of prudence
is made in the context of establishing the necessity of charity as a
prerequisite of infused prudence.”

III. SECUNDA SECUNDAE: ACQUIRED PRUDENCE

The combined texts of De virtutibus and the Prima Secundae
thus show that Aquinas holds that (a) the acquired virtues are
connected by acquired prudence and (b) the acquired virtues can
exist apart from charity. Together, this yields the conclusion that
charity is not a prerequisite of acquired prudence. This very claim,
however, may strike many as problematic. How can there be
prudence in one who is not rightly ordered with respect to the
end of all human life? The description of acquired prudence
found in Aquinas’s treatise on prudence in the Secunda Secundae
can help to shed some light on this question.

In the Secunda Secundae text, Aquinas describes three different
forms of prudence: false prudence, prudence secundum quid, and
prudence simpliciter. The second of these, which emerges from
the discussion as acquired prudence, can exist without grace. It is
this form of prudence—prudence secundum quid—that, 1 shall
argue, connects the virtues that are perfect secundum quid.

The sixteen articles of question 47 of the Secunda Secundae are
devoted to a general discussion of prudence. After demonstrating
that prudence is a virtue that belongs not merely to the cognitive
faculty but specifically to the practical reason, Aquinas provides
a detailed analysis of the parts of prudence and defines the subject
matter of prudence. Having considered what prudence is, he then
raises the question of who can properly be said to possess
prudence. It is here that Aquinas distinguishes three different
kinds of prudence. While true prudence, or prudence simpliciter,
is present in all who have grace (and only in them), the other two
forms of prudence can exist independently of grace.

3 Although T have not addressed it here, it is worth noting that in the third article of

question 65, which asks whether charity can exist without the moral virtues, Aquinas again
responds by appealing to the distinction between infused and acquired moral virtue.
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A) Article 13

The first statements relevant to this point occur in article 13.
In the context of a response to the question of whether sinners
can be prudent, Aquinas distinguishes three different kinds of
prudence. The first and lowest form is a certain shrewdness, an
ability to achieve one’s purposes, that is possessed by some of
those who seek bad ends. The sinner who is adept at achieving
evil ends is called prudent, not because he has genuine prudence,
but because his ability has a certain resemblance to prudence.
Such prudence is not true prudence, however, and is possessed
only by sinners. **

The second form of prudence is present when an individual has
the ability to order himself towards genuinely good ends, but
incompletely. Aquinas says that this ability may be incomplete for
one of two reasons. First, it may happen that an individual can
take good counsel, judge, and command rightly with respect to
certain genuinely good ends, but that the genuinely good end “is
not the common end of the entire human life, but of some special
activity.”*’ This form of prudence seeks and achieves a genuinely
good human end, and hence can be possessed by either the sinner
or the just man. However, because it does not order man to the
end “totius vitae,” it is still not prudence simpliciter, but only
prudence secundum quid. Prudence can be true but incomplete in
a second way insofar as an individual is prudent enough to know
the appropriate course of action, but lacks the principal act of
prudence, command.*® This latter, says Aquinas, can only exist in
sinners.”’

Finally, Aquinas defines the third and highest form of
prudence, prudence simpliciter, which cannot exist in sinners.
This form of prudence is the prudence that takes counsel, judges,
and commands rightly with respect to the “bonum finem totius

 STh I, q. 47, a. 13.
35 Tbid.
% Ibid.
%7 1bid.
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vitae.”*® To possess this sort of prudence is to possess precisely
what the sinner lacks: the rightly ordered affection for God, or
charity, which is only bestowed with grace. Aquinas thus
concludes that this last and highest form of prudence cannot exist
in sinners.

Though Aquinas does not use the vocabulary of “infused” and
“acquired” in this article, the categories of infused and acquired
virtue are clearly operative in article 13. Specifically, it is clear
that prudence simpliciter must be closely tied to, if not identical
with, infused prudence. The sinner is prevented from the
possession of this kind of prudence precisely because,
notwithstanding the ability he may have to order himself well
with regard to assorted truly good ends, he does not have that
ability with regard to the end “totius vitae.” He cannot do so
because his affections are disordered, and his affections are
disordered because he is not united to God in charity. The
parallels between this statement and Aquinas’s distinction between
infused and acquired virtue are obvious, for the acquired virtues
can exist in sinners and remain with the loss of grace; the infused
virtues, however, do not.

If we concede that Aquinas’s definition of prudence simpliciter
does indeed correspond to infused prudence, then Aquinas’s
distinction between complete and incomplete prudence provides
the first indication that there is a real and important gap between
acquired and infused prudence (which he will treat more fully in
a. 14). Acquired virtues, we recall, are dispositions man can
achieve through his own powers, through which he is well
ordered with respect to a genuinely good end. They can exist
without grace and are not lost with mortal sin. All of this has
striking similarities to Aquinas’s discussion of “true but
incomplete” prudence, the type of prudence that can exist in the
sinner and the just man alike. The sort of prudence that orders
man well with regard to specialized ends but not with regard to
the end “totius vitae” seems very similar to what prudence might
look like in the individual who lacks grace.

*% Ibid.
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There is one further point in article 13 that is especially
relevant to the distinction between infused and acquired
prudence. Aquinas’s definition of prudence simpliciter as
prudence with respect to the end “totius vitae” leaves room for it
to be disassociated, in an interesting way, from the other forms of
prudence. Prudence simpliciter may coexist with prudence
secundum quid, but prudence secundum quid can exist in sinners
as well. The immediate question, of course, is whether prudence
simpliciter can exist without incomplete prudence, and if so, what
prudence simpliciter looks like. For an answer to these questions,
we must turn to article 14.

B) Article 14

The above implies that for Aquinas true prudence is the
prudence that exists in all who have grace, and that this prudence
must be infused prudence.’” However, although article 13 seems
to anticipate some distinctions between infused and acquired
prudence, it raises as many questions as it answers. We still lack
an understanding of what prudence simpliciter does and whether
it can exist without the lesser, incomplete form of prudence,
prudence secundum quid. Both of these questions are answered in
article 14.

Article 14 asks whether prudence is in all who have grace.
Aquinas responds to this question with a brief affirmative. The
readiness with which he affirms that prudence is in fact in all who
have grace should serve to remove any residual doubt over the
question of whether or not prudence simpliciter can be identified
with infused prudence. While Aquinas responded to the question
of whether prudence could exist in sinners by making distinctions
between perfect and imperfect forms of prudence, he needs no
distinctions to argue that prudence is indeed in all who have

%% Note that it does not necessarily follow, from the fact that prudence simpliciter cannot
be in sinners, thatitis in fact present in all who have grace. For this latter possibility to hold,
it would have to be the case that even those with dispositions to bad actions—newly repentant
sinners, for instance—would possess prudence simpliciter. That this is indeed the case is
precisely what Aquinas shows in this article.
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grace. The virtues are united, so that one cannot have one virtue
unless he has all the others. But to have grace is to have charity
and hence all the virtues. Since prudence is a virtue, it necessarily
follows that anyone who has grace has prudence as well.** The
entire body of Aquinas’s reply to article 14 comprises no more
than three sentences, and this in itself is significant, for it indicates
that no distinctions—at least with regard to the completeness or
incompleteness of the prudence possessed—need be made about
the kind of prudence that is possessed by all who have grace. The
prudence possessed by all who have grace simply is true prudence,
because through it one is ordered correctly with respect to the end
“totius vitae.”

In the replies to the objections, Aquinas offers helpful insights
about how the prudence referred to in the body of the article
differs from other forms of prudence, and these insights serve to
answer the questions that article 13 raises. First and most
importantly, we are provided with a definition of what infused
prudence does. Infused prudence, Aquinas tells us, gives us the
ability to take counsel, judge, and command in “matters necessary
for salvation.” This characterization of infused prudence arises in
reply to the objection that many of those who have grace lack the
industry that the acquisition of prudence requires. Because such
people lack the necessary prerequisite for prudence, it seems that
they cannot possess prudence, even if they do have grace.*!

In his reply, Aquinas returns once again to the idea of having
prudence with respect to the end “totius vitae.” What is especially
interesting is that it seems possible to have such prudence without

*1tis clear that these assertions have to do with prudence simpliciter, or infused prudence,
since, given Aquinas’s discussion in the preceding article, these comments cannot apply to
prudence secundum quid. Even stronger evidence for this point can be found in Aquinas’s
reply to the third objection. In reply to the objection that the young lack prudence, Aquinas
responds that this is true of acquired prudence, but not of infused prudence (STh II-11, q. 47,
a. 14, ad 3). Indeed, some of those who comment on this article (cf. Thomas Gilby, for
instance) readily acknowledge that this article is about prudence simpliciter, or infused
prudence. What they do not seem to consider is the location of this article, and the parallel
discussion in article 13, which indicates that infused prudence is not an isolated or tangential
consideration, but in fact the only true form of prudence and the real subject of the treatise.

U STh 111, q. 47, a. 14, obj. 1.
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having prudence with respect to some genuinely good, but
incomplete ends. To the objection that some of those who have
grace lack the diligence that prudence requires, Aquinas replies
that if one who has grace lacks the requisite industry in many
aspects of his life, grace which “teaches all things” provides man
with the diligence he needs in matters necessary for salvation:

Industry is twofold. There is one kind which is sufficient for those things that are
necessary for salvation; and such industry is given to all who have grace, whom
anointing teaches all things, as is said in 1 John [2.27]. But there is another fuller
industry, through which someone is able to provide for himself and others, not
only those things that are necessary for salvation, but also anything whatsoever
pertaining to human life; and such industry is not in all who have grace.*

What is bestowed through infused prudence, then, is not prudence
in all things, but prudence in matters necessary for salvation—or
prudence with regard to the end of all human life.

Aquinas’s reply to this objection is important insofar as it
serves to drive a wedge between infused and acquired prudence.
Even a man who lacks prudence in other areas of life, if he has
grace, has at least the prudence required to act rightly in matters
necessary for salvation. Such a man might not even be able to
deliberate well and hence not himself be of good counsel, but if
he has grace he at least knows that he must seek help in his
deliberations, and he can discern good from bad.* Prudence
simpliciter, then, which is in all who have grace, is very different
from the true but incomplete prudence that is acquired through
time and effort and that can be in the sinner and the just man
alike. Infused prudence does not give man the skills required for
deciding and acting rightly in all areas of life. It does, however, no
matter what his intellectual capacities, and whether or not he
possesses acquired prudence, give him prudence in matters

2 STh T, q. 47, a. 14, ad 1: “Duplex est industria. Una quidem est sufficiens ad ea quae
sunt de necessitate salutis; et talis industria datur omnibus habentibus gratiam, quos unction
docet de omnibus, ut dicitur 1 Jon. Est autem alia industria plenior, per quam aliquis sibi et
aliis potest providere, non solum de his quae sunt necessary ad salutem, sed etiam de
quibuscumque pertinentibus ad human vitam; et talis industria non est in omnibus habentibus

gratiam.”
B STh I, q. 47, a. 14, ad 2.
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necessary for salvation. And this means that anyone who has grace
is able to take counsel, judge, and command rightly in matters
involving the “finis totius humanae vitae.”

When we consider these divisions of prudence in light of the
texts examined above, we are better able to make sense of the
claim that connected acquired virtue can exist apart from grace.
These virtues are connected, and they are connected by acquired
prudence, but they, like the prudence that connects them, are only
virtues secundum quid, because they do not order man well with
respect to the end “totius vitae,” but only in some specific
endeavor. For, as Aquinas repeatedly insists, only the infused
virtues are capable of ordering man to his true end.**

If I am correct, Aquinas clearly indicates that acquired moral
virtue, connected by prudence, can exist apart from grace. This
analysis also shows, however, that the acquired moral virtues,
precisely because they are virtues secundum quid, do not order
man to the end “totius vitae.” This in turn indicates why one
might search for evidence that, when they exist together with
grace, the acquired virtues are virtues simpliciter: for if so, then
grace would somehow “elevate” the acquired virtues into virtues
that order man to the end “totius vitae.” What is fascinating about
Aquinas’s discussion of the virtues, however, is that we find there
no such claim. To the contrary, virtue simpliciter appears to be a
designation that Aquinas reserves for the infused virtues.

* 1 wish to thanks Michael Gorman, Tobias Hoffman, Joe McCoy, Andrew Rosato, and
Matthias Vorwerk for their helpful comments on drafts of this paper.
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assets of the Thomistic tradition, especially vis-a-vis

perceived skeptical and constructivist extremes of
modern and postmodern thought, one attribute inevitably extolled
is realism. Although generally parsimonious in circumscribing the
limitations of human reason, Aquinas did affirm the capacity of
the embodied human knower to know corporeal things beneath
itself, to acquire self-knowledge, to affirm rationally the existence
of God, and to speak some truth about the nature of God by way
of negative and analogical predication. With the proviso that the
proportionate object of the intellect in this life remains the
quiddity of a material thing, Aquinas deemed the human intellect
capable of knowing what really is, albeit partially and imper-
fectly.! Aquinas was always mindful of the fact that understanding
and being are perfectly identified only in God, yet he affirmed
that human inquiry could successfully attain a limited but veridical
familiarity with being.

While a commitment to realism is, and must remain, an
indispensable feature of Thomism, establishing theoretical under-
pinnings for such a commitment has proven problematic in the
modern philosophical context. To specify what justifies a
commitment to Thomistic realism, or even to clarify precisely
what realism entails, is to become involved in epistemological

WHEN THOMISTS have occasion to enumerate the many

! Aquinas, Summa Theologica 1, q. 84,a.7; 1, q. 85,a.8;1,q. 87,a. 2,ad 2; 1, q. 88, a. 3.
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controversy. Bernard Lonergan once hinted that the doctrine of
Thomistic realism is not as straightforward as it seems by making
the somewhat unsettling observation that“Georg van Riet needed
over six hundred pages [in L’épistémologie Thomiste (1946)] to
outline the various types of Thomist epistemology that have been
put forward in the last century and a half.”* Such an overview, if
brought up to date, would of course be even more scandalously
voluminous today.

There are both philosophical and historical reasons for lack of
a consensus regarding Thomistic realism. Lonergan has suggested
that the issue is philosophically problematic because it is not
possible adequately to determine the precise meaning and rational
justification of realism without first resolving certain prior and
more fundamental issues: What constitutes human knowing??
What is being?* How is being objectively known?’ It is a fact,
however, that realists, even those sincere in their commitment to
the realism of Aquinas, continue to differ on questions of
cognition, being, and objectivity. The basic historical reason for
a lack of doctrinal unanimity stems from the stubborn fact that
Thomism has moved beyond the thirteenth century, not as some
neatly arranged set of immutable propositions, but rather as a
living philosophical tradition. The Thomistic tradition subsists and
is mediated by the understandings and priorities of thinkers who
are intellectually indebted to Aquinas, but who also happen to
philosophize in cultural and intellectual contexts quite different
from that of Aquinas himself.

With regard to the issue of realism, some contemporary
Thomists considered it worthwhile to bring Thomism into vital
contact with the methods and difficulties of modern philosophy.
While acknowledging the value of an historical retrieval of
Aquinas’s metaphysics of knowledge, they found it difficult simply

? Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, vol. 3 of Collected Works
of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: Toronto
University Press, 1992), 433.

3 Ibid., 27-371.

* Ibid., 372-78; 410-617.

5 Ibid., 399-409.
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to ignore the modern inversion of the medieval priority of
metaphysics to epistemology, or to dismiss as mere subjectivism
the modern turn to the conscious subject. They were bothered by
the fact that the Cartesian methodic doubt and the Kantian
critique of knowledge tended to render precritical Thomistic
realism vulnerable to the charge of naive realism. They took
seriously the objection that it may be inadequate and dogmatic
simply to present a Scholastic metaphysics of knowledge and posit
its validity as realism in the absence of any further critical
justification. Hence the renaissance of Thomism following Aeterni
Patris engendered numerous attempts to clarify and rationally
justify the realism of Aquinas. It was hoped that by establishing
Thomistic realism as a critical realism, Thomism could not only
defend itself against charges of naiveté and dogmatism, but could
also refute and reverse modern philosophical tendencies of
skepticism, subjectivism, relativism, and immanentism. The
decades following Aeterni Patris saw a variety of ambitious efforts
along these lines, by Thomists such as Cardinal D. Mercier,
Monsignor L. Noél, Fr. G. Picard, Fr. M. Roland-Gosselin, and
Fr. J. Maréchal. The intent of these early critical realists was not
to renounce realism for the newer idealisms, but to place realism
on a firmer foundation by submitting it to the critique of
knowledge that modern philosophy seemed to demand.
Between 1931 and 1935, Etienne Gilson published a series of
five articles (later gathered into a book, Le réalisme methodique)
which raised fundamental objections to the critical realist project
and argued that it was incoherent in principle. It is impossible,
Gilson argued, for realists to carry out the critique of knowledge
without thereby undermining the very realism they are attempting
to validate. These initial articles addressed the efforts of Mercier
and Noél at Louvain’s Institut Supérieur de Philosophie. A decade
of controversy led Gilson to publish in 1939 a more extensive
book, Réalisme thomiste et critique de la connaissance, which
reiterated and clarified his opposition to critical realism and also
challenged the projects of Picard, Roland-Gosselin, and Maréchal.
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Gilson’s opposition was thorough and well-reasoned, and
many Thomists, perhaps a majority, have come to accept his
rejection of critical realism as a tenet of traditional Thomism. The
concern of this article is to revisit the controversy concerning the
possibility of critical realism, not especially as a matter of
historical interest, but rather in light of Bernard Lonergan’s more
recent claim that a critical realism is possible on the basis of a
philosophical method he termed “self-appropriation.” While
Gilson maintained that there is little value “in attempting to
analyze each individual variety of neo-scholastic critical
Thomism” because “a dogmatic discussion is generally exhausted,
as far as the essentials go, when one or two examples of the thesis
in question have been considered,” such a policy presupposes that
there exist no relevant differences among various approaches to
critical realism.® I would submit that the approach of Bernard
Lonergan is distinctive, that it would be facile to dismiss this
approach as simply another instance of transcendental Thomism,
and that it would be interesting to subject Lonergan’s critical
realism to some specific objections Gilson raised against other
critical realists two decades prior to the publication of Insight.” It
is likely that Gilson himself would have welcomed such a
dialogue, for in the preface to his Thomist Realism he writes:
“Philosophy deals with necessities of thought that cannot be
compromised. No matter how painful it may be, a dispute is
respectable if it is honest. It is impossible to tolerate, in all
honesty, the least confusion if one truly believes that the
principles of knowledge itself are at stake.”

¢ Etienne Gilson, Thomeist Realism and the Critique of Knowledge, trans. M. A, Wauck (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1986), 23-24; see also 149.

7 Lonergan has not infrequently been pigeonholed as a Transcendental Thomist, although
the characterization is somewhat misleading. When asked whether he accepted the label,
Lonergan replied: ““Transcendental Thomism’ was a hold-all invented by an Austrian named
Muck. He didn’t know much about Insight—he just quoted it—and he put me in the basket.
I didn’t mind being associated with Rahner, Coreth, and Maréchal, so I didn’t object. But my
own thinking is generalized empirical method” (quoted in P. Lambert, C. Tansey, and C.
Going, eds., Caring about Meaning: Patterns in the Life of Bernard Lonergan (Montreal:
Thomas More Institute, 1982), 68.

# Gilson, Thomist Realism, 25.
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I. GILSON ON REALISM AND IDEALISM

Few scholars have contributed more than Gilson to the
validation of medieval thought as legitimately philosophical, to
the clarification of the distinctiveness of medieval philosophy vis-
a-vis modern philosophy, and to the exposition of the riches of
Thomism, especially Aquinas’s metaphysics of esse. While Gilson
was understandably disturbed by the fact that Kantian critical
idealism had denied the possibility of realist metaphysics, he
considered even more troublesome the attendant assumption that
all precritical realism amounts to nothing more than naive
realism. Yet Gilson challenged the notion that realism must
attempt to validate itself, and he questioned whether a realist
philosophy could coherently carry out the critique of knowledge
and still maintain its realism. He argued, in brief, that any realist
who attempted to make realism acceptable to modern critical
philosophy by uncritically adopting the alien methods of idealism
was in fact engaging in “a naive criticism” that would inevitably
undermine realism itself. The project of critical realism is self-
contradictory and amounts, as Stanley Jaki put it, to “bringing the
Trojan horse of Kantianism into the citadel of Thomism.”’

Gilson considered the project of critical realism to be radically
incoherent because it attempted to subject realism to the
fundamentally incompatible assumptions and methods of idealism.
Idealism, in Gilson’s assessment, amounts to an historical and
methodological inversion of realism. This inversion of realism had
its historical origins in the hyperbolic doubt of Descartes.
Descartes had postulated that the self-evident foundation of all
knowledge was to be based on thought alone. While the existence
of the external world had passed “twenty centuries as the very
model of those self-evident facts that only a madman would ever
dream of doubting,” this was suddenly in need of a demon-
stration.'’ To demonstrate the existence of the external world
Descartes applied the principle of causality to an analysis of

® Quoted in Etienne Gilson, Methodical Realism, trans. P. Trower (Front Royal, Va.:

Christendom Press, 1990), 14.
Y Gilson, Thomist Realism, 27.
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sensation. Sensations, like everything else, must have a cause. This
cause did not seem to be Descartes’s own mind, as there could be
discerned a clear difference between the images he created in his
mind at will and the sensations imposed upon his mind from
without. Nor did the cause of sensation seem to be any direct
agency on the part of God; indeed God would be a deceiver if this
were so. Descartes concluded that the cause of sensations was an
external world that existed independently of his mind.

The existence of the external world, therefore, was not self-
evident for Descartes, but rather a rational inference. As such, the
affirmation of the external world remained only as compelling as
its demonstration. Gilson persuasively suggested, however, that
Descartes’s realism was bought at the price of various methodical
inconsistencies."' As Cartesians such as Regius and Malebranche
were more faithful to Descartes’s methodical principles than
Descartes himself had been, these inconsistencies were eventually
identified and remedied, and the road was paved to the idealism
of Berkeley. Although Descartes had intended to remain a
metaphysical realist, this intention was betrayed by his method.
Descartes inadvertently had become the founder of modern
idealism.

Complementing his historical account of idealism as the
inversion of realism, Gilson differentiated realism and idealism by
contrasting their methods. While the history of modern philos-
ophy culminating in Berkeley disclosed Descartes’ metaphysical
realism to be tacitly dogmatic, Kant’s critical idealism expressed
the fully consistent fulfillment of the Cartesian methodological
decision to ground all knowledge upon thought alone. “If one
regards Cartesianism as a metaphysics, it ends in Berkeley’s
idealism; but when one regards it as a purely methodological
idealism, it results in the critical idealism of Kant.”'* The Kantian
critique of knowledge would emphasize the a priori contribution
of the knower; the known would be reduced to mere
appearances; and the real, the thing-in-itself, would recede into

U1bid., 27-31.
12 Gilson, Methodical Realism, 116.
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the entirely unknowable. Idealism, in short, is a method that
insists on taking its point of departure in thought alone, and that
proceeds by making “knowing the condition of being.”"

Diametrically opposed to the method of idealism is that of
realism. “While Descartes finds being in thought, St. Thomas finds
thought in being.”'* Realism does not infer being from thought
but rather presupposes that being is already given. Its point of
departure is the fact that things are."” Being is the prior and basic
condition for the possibility of knowledge. The external world
already exists, and this reality maintains a primacy over all human
cognition. Van Riet succinctly expresses the essence of Gilson’s
realism: “According to Gilson, the necessary and sufficient con-
dition for calling oneself a realist is to admit the existence of the
external world. Truth or the accord between the mind and the
real is, for him, the adequation of knowledge and the thing
outside of us.”*¢

Gilson did not believe the opposition of realism and idealism
could be reconciled in any kind of higher integrative synthesis.
What is required is a choice between two incompatible methods.
Realism “starts with an acknowledgement by the intellect that it
will remain dependent on a reality which causes its knowledge.
Idealism owes its origin to the impatience of a reason which wants
to reduce reality to knowledge so as to be sure that its knowledge
lets none of reality escape.””” Gilson framed the either/or in these
terms: “Shall we judge reality as a function of knowledge or
knowledge as a function of reality? That is the whole question.”"®

The issue, Gilson suggested, is fundamentally a matter of first
principles. It is not possible critically to justify either idealism or
realism by providing a critique that would remain impartial to
both. Any such critique, simply by virtue of its point of departure

B Ihid., 19.

¥ bid,, 73.

5 1bid., 133.

16 Georges Van Riet, Thomistic Epistemology: Studies concerning the Problem of Cognition
in the Contemporary Thomistic School, trans. D. G. McCarthy and G. E. Hertrich (St. Louis:
B. Herder Book Co., 1965), 2:154.

7 Gilson, Methodical Realism, 136.

8 Gilson, Thomist Realism, 169.
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and its way of proceeding, would in effect prejudge the validity of
realism or idealism. If the premises of the critique affirmed any
being, in any way, then realism is already presupposed. “If, on the
other hand, a distinct science can be established without positing
being, then thought, not being, will be the first principle and the
problem will be immediately resolved in favor of idealism. Either
way, a definite position will have been taken.”"

Nor did Gilson believe that idealism can be rationally
eliminated on grounds of some logical inconsistency. Although as
a realist he was committed to taking being, rather than thought,
as his first principle, Gilson granted that once thought has been
adopted as the alternative point of departure, idealism is, in itself,
“an intelligible philosophical position,” which can, if it is faithful
to its principles, remain “perfectly coherent.””® “Idealism derives
its whole strength from the consistency with which it develops the
consequences of its initial error. One is, therefore, mistaken in
trying to refute it by accusing it of not being logical enough. On
the contrary, it is a doctrine which lives by logic, and only by
logic, because in it the order and connection of ideas replaces the
order and connection between things.”

Gilson knew his Aristotelian logic well enough to recognize the
futility of debating first principles. Yet as an historian of
philosophy he was keenly aware that philosophical principles
contain virtually within themselves implications that unfold
through the development of philosophical traditions. “Every
philosophical doctrine is ruled by the intrinsic necessity of its own
position and by the consequences which flow from it in virtue of
the universal law of reason.”** Hence while Gilson regarded the
realism/idealism controversy to be a matter of indisputable first
principles, he did attempt to argue in opposition to idealism both
by clarifying its immanentist consequences and by suggesting that
the act of adopting idealist methodological principles amounts to
an arbitrary act.

¥ Ibid., 113.
2 Ibid., 209.
2 Gilson, Methodical Realism, 135.
2 Gilson, Thomist Realism, 149-50.
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Gilson’s primary criticism of idealism is quite simply that it
results in immanentism. By taking a supposedly presuppositionless
beginning in thought alone, the idealist creates an unbridgeable
gap between thought and being. “If the being I grasp is only
through and in my thought, how by this means shall I ever
succeed in grasping a being which is anything other than
thought.”® The reflections of Malebranche and Hume have
overturned Descartes’s quick and easy transition from Cogito ergo
sum to Cogito ergo res sunt. They have allowed us to “feel more
keenly the difficulty of getting outside the knowing subject to the
object known.”** To begin with thought alone is to end with
thought alone because the idealist “cannot know whether what he
starts from corresponds with an object or not.”” Employing an
idiom that sounds as if it could have been lifted straight out of
Kierkegaard’s Concluding Unscientific Postscript, Gilson intimated
the groundlessness of idealism:

How can the thought of the thinking subject, even if in possession of the
subject’s being, grasp the being of anything other than itself? . . . The difficulty
remains the same: to get reflexive thought to leap beyond itself and land
gracefully in the middle of the world of existing beings. It helps to crouch before
jumping, but in order to jump there must be something to push off against, and
in this case there is no such firm foundation.

Citing an analogy L.éon Noél had originated, Gilson expressed the
undesirability of immanentism this way: “If you have a hook
painted on a wall, the only thing you will ever be able to hang
from it is a chain also painted on the wall.”*” In short, the idealist
has reduced the being of the universe to mere thought, and has
degraded himself into a prisoner confined within his own mind.**
“Critical thought has imprisoned itself and can find no way to be
reunited with reality.”*

2 Gilson, Methodical Realism, 22-3.

2 Tbid., 19.

* Thid., 128.

26 Gilson, Thomist Realism, 116.

¥ Quoted in Gilson, Methodical Realism, 2.

2 Ibid., 112.
¥ Gilson, Thomist Realism, 142.
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Gilson’s second criticism of idealism was that the act of
choosing to adopt its point of departure is a somewhat arbitrary
act. “Idealism is a pure and simple postulate which nothing
justifies, and whose consequences are such that very few who
posit it at the start remain faithful to it later. . . . Idealism’s
starting point has neither the evidence of an axiom nor the value
of a principle. There is no reason why we should not start by
making knowledge an aspect of being rather than being an aspect
of knowledge.”® The metaphysical realist, by contrast, who
refuses to adopt the idealist point of departure, and who affirms
the existence the external world, is not setting up an arbitrary
postulate. Nor is such a realist to be called naive for refusing
critically to justify the existence of the external world—for this
happens to be something that is self-evident to the realist. What
is self-evident has the epistemic status of a principle and does not
need to be postulated. “If you start with thought alone, you will
never get beyond it, but if you do not start with thought alone,
you will not have to do anything further in order to grasp existing
beings since you will already be in contact with them.”*" The fact
that the existence of the external world is not self-evident to the
idealist is simply due to the fact that the idealist has made a choice
to remain incredulous with respect to sensation as a principle of
knowledge. “This problem is posed only by philosophies which,
having denied the self-evidence of the external world, have
attempted the impossible task of proving its existence.”** The
idealist will accuse the realist of postulating the existence of the
external world; but this is merely the projection of the idealist’s
own point of departure, and the imposition of the idealist’s own
methodological choices upon the realist. “The fact that it is a
postulate for the idealist does not at all mean that it is so for the
realist.”®® The existence of the external world is legitimately a
non-problem for the realist because the realist has neither chosen
to reject the testimony of the senses nor to disregard the self-

39 Gilson, Methodical Realism, 117.
1 Gilson, Thomist Realism, 126.

32 bid., 212.

3 Thid., 180.
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evidence of the world. Idealists demand a demonstration but,
Gilson replied, “all one can do for them is prove that everything
can not be proven.”**

I1. GILSON’S OPPOSITION TO THE CRITICAL REALIST PROJECT

As an historian Gilson sought to situate the contemporary
Thomistic critical realist project within the broad context of the
history of philosophy. Medieval Scholasticism was a realism that
never had to call itself a realism because it never doubted the
existence of real things distinct from the knowing subject. Modern
idealists, however, had effected a methodical inversion of Scho-
lastic realism by attempting “to define reality in terms of
thought,” rather than vice versa.** As the evolution of modern
idealism made evident the impossibility of thought rejoining a
reality independent of thought, idealism gave up any intent of
grasping the real and proclaimed thought sufficient unto itself.
“Only then did there come on the scene a realism which,
determined to undo the work of idealism, did not realize that it
itself only existed through and thanks to its adversary, that it was
consequently one with it, and that in borrowing from it its very
method of presenting the problem, had committed itself in
advance, sooner or later, to giving its adversary the victory.”*®

The very notion of a critical realism, Gilson argued, is “self-
contradictory like the notion of squaring a circle.”” He
maintained that “realism is an all-or-nothing proposition” and
that there is no middle ground.*® “You can start with thought or
with being, but you cannot do both at the same time.”*” “You
must either begin as a realist with being, in which case you will
have a knowledge of being, or begin as a critical idealist with
knowledge, in which case you will never come in contact with

* Ibid., 183.

%5 Gilson, Methodical Realism, 29.
% Ibid.

37 Ibid., 28.

8 Gilson, Thomist Realism, 204.
3 Ibid., 84.
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being.”*® The critical realist simply fails to take seriously this
methodical disjunction. Once it is clarified that it is methodo-
logically impossible to mediate realism and idealism, it becomes
“necessary to choose between Aristotle and St. Thomas (truth is
the conformity of the intelligence with what is) and Kant in his
logic (truth is the accord of reason with itself).”*' The critical
realist naively attempts to have it both ways, attempts to undo
idealism, and vindicate realism, by turning the method of idealism
against idealism.

Gilson considered critical realist projects to be incoherent in
either of two ways: they either failed to take seriously the internal
coherence of the idealism that they sought to undo, or they failed
to recognize how adopting the alien method of idealism
compromised the very realism they sought to vindicate. We briefly
consider each of these criticisms.

Gilson took seriously the logical coherence of the idealist
position, and he rebuked the critical realist for failing to do
likewise. Once idealism’s methodical point of departure has been
accepted, its anti-realist consequences follow inevitably. The
critical realist claims to know how to beat the idealist at his own
game. Gilson countered by suggesting that the critical realist has
only pretended to adopt critical method, but has not done so
sincerely. Cartesian Thomists, as Gilson called them, “have to
load the dice by pretending to discover the existence of the
external world, a fact they never doubted.”** Gerald McCool
summarizes the objection this way. Thomists who think they can
adopt the idealist starting point in consciousness and forge a
bridge to extramental reality, when the history of idealism has
itself shown this to be impossible,

are relying on philosophical moves whose legitimacy no Kantian would admit.
Either they are relying implicitly on St. Thomas’s grasp of real being as the
starting point of their epistemology, although Kant’s transcendental method
explicitly forbids them to do so. Or failing this, they are confusing Kant’s

* 1bid., 149.
* Ibid., 169.
* 1bid., 214.
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unifying functions of consciousness with the ontological causes that structure St.
Thomas’ metaphysical unification of knowledge. Idealists would spot the
confusion immediately and rightfully reject the conclusions that rest on it.*

If, rather than starting from thought alone, as critical
philosophy demands, a principle of being is tacitly presupposed as
cofoundational to thought, realism is never truly subjected to the
critique, and the critical realist has actually failed to take seriously
the critical program. If, on the other hand, the critical program is
taken seriously, then the transition from thought to being will be
recognized as the impossible leap that it is. “To accept the critique
with the intention of going beyond it is not to accept it at all, for
it is of the essence of the critique to forbid all attempts to go
beyond it.”** While, for instance, Gilson did commend Maréchal’s
probity in rigorously attempting to adhere to the transcendental
program of Kant, he also criticized Maréchal with the accusation
that he had “domesticated” Kant’s critique by tacitly introducing
a “parallel metaphysical program.”* “The very idea of deriving a
metaphysics from the critique is self-contradictory and, critically
speaking, impossible. Whoever becomes involved in this under-
taking, as Fichte and Fr. Maréchal did, betrays the critique.”*
Kant, at least, remained true to his principles.

Critical realism is incoherent, not only in its claim that it
submits itself to the critical program, but also in its essential claim
that it constitutes a viable defense of realism. On both historical
and methodological grounds Gilson argued that critical realists
who attempt to demonstrate the existence of the external
world—which is actually self-evident—compromise the very
realism they seek to vindicate. Medieval Scholastic realism never
doubted the existence of the external world, never maligned the
senses, never radically doubted the capacity of the embodied
human knower to apprehend the real immediately. Those who

* Gerald A. McCool, From Unity to Pluralism: The Internal Evolution of Thomism (New
York: Fordham University Press, 1989), 162.

* Gilson, Thomist Realism, 162.

* Ibid., 143.

% Thid., 148.
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would attempt to make realism respectable to modern philos-
ophers by adopting the inverted method of idealism do not bolster
the integrity of realism but undermine it entirely. “For a realist to
try to work with an idealist’s tools is to rencunce his own.”"’
Gilson accused the Cartesian Thomists of forgetting that Descartes
himself had intended to be a realist. “Nobody has tried as hard as
Descartes to build a bridge from thought to things. . . . Every
scholastic who thinks himself a realist because he accepts this way
of stating the problem, is in fact a Cartesian.”*® One is free, of
course, to be a Cartesian, but one is not free simply to ignore the
logical consequences of Cartesianism as its principles inevitably
unfold in a manner unfriendly to realism. “Whoever sticks a
finger into the machinery of the Cartesian method must expect to
be dragged along its whole course.” Realism is an “all-or-
nothing” commitment.’® “He who begins as an idealist ends as an
idealist; one cannot safely make a concession or two to idealism
here and there.”!

III. LONERGAN: THE HORIZON OF SELF-APPROPRIATION

Having outlined Gilson’s opposition to the critical realist
project, I intend now to clarify Bernard Lonergan’s distinctive
approach to the problem of critical realism. I also hope to address
plausible concerns Thomists may have regarding Lonergan’s
relation to idealism, and to attenuate the perhaps not uncommon
misconception that Lonergan’s method compromises Thomistic
realism by adopting a subjective rather than a metaphysical point
of departure.

Gilson maintained that the realism/idealism controversy could
not be definitively resolved by logical argumentation. Realism can
not be critically justified because realism is not the conclusion of
any possible argument, but is fundamentally a matter of first

+ Ibid., 214.

*8 Gilson, Methodical Realism, 21-22.
* Gilson, Thomist Realism, 48.

0 1bid., 204.

1 Gilson, Methodical Realism, 21.
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principles. Nor can one logically refute idealism, for once the
methodical principle of idealism has been adopted—once it is
resolved, albeit arbitrarily, to begin with thought alone—idealism
unfolds as an internally coherent position. If realism and idealism
are not the conclusions of any possible argument, but funda-
mentally a matter of first principles, then it is impossible logically
to adjudicate between them, or even to specify the precise nature
of the controversy in a manner not already prejudiced toward one
position or the other. There is something of a consensus between
Lonergan and Gilson on this point. Lonergan suggested that the
respective understandings and discourse of realists and idealists
constitute separate philosophical horizons.

The fact of horizon explains why realism and, generally, a philosophy can not
be proved deductively. The reason is that horizon is prior to the meaning of
statements: every statement made by a realist denotes an object in a realist’s
world; every statement made by an idealist denotes an object in an idealist
world; the two sets of objects are disparate; and neither of the two sets of
statements can prove the horizon within which each set has its meaning, simply
because the statements can have their meaning only by presupposing their proper
horizon. Further, what is true of statements is equally true of problems and of
the statement of solutions; problems and solutions are what they are only in
virtue of the horizon in which they arise; they cannot be transported intact into
a different horizon.*

While Gilson framed the realism/idealism controversy in terms of
logical first principles, and called for the choice of realist
principles and the rejection of idealist principles, Lonergan’s way
of framing the issue in terms of a notion of horizons did not
preclude the possibility that there may exist a method, more
fundamental than the horizons themselves, that could clarify,
assess, and appropriate epistemological horizons in a nonarbitrary
manner. Although Lonergan would agree with Gilson that there
can be no deductive logical demonstrations justifying basic
epistemological positions, he would not agree that epistemological

*2 Bernard Lonergan, “Metaphysics as Horizon” in Collection, vol. 4 of Collected Works
of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1988), 199.
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foundations are to be appropriated simply by choosing one set of
indemonstrable first principles over another.

While Gilson assumed that what is most basic is logical first
principles, Lonergan attempted to clarify a distinction between
logic and method, and he argued that the latter is more basic.”
Logic promotes clarity, coherence, and rigor within an established
horizon. But method is what originates horizons, and effects
transitions from already established horizons to new horizons that
more adequately satisfy the human desire to know. Lonergan
defined method as “a normative pattern of recurrent and related
operations vielding cumulative and progressive results.”’*
Methods typically incorporate both logical and nonlogical
operations. The methods of the empirical sciences, for example,
certainly require the performance of logical operations. Yet
progress in science is not due to logical operations alone;
additional operations not within the scope of formal logic per se,
such as observing, hypothesizing, experimenting, and verifying,
are indispensable.

Of particular concern to us is Lonergan’s contention that
philosophical horizons can be clarified, assessed, and rationally
adopted or rejected on the basis of a method called “self-
appropriation.” Self-appropriation is a matter not of clarifying
logical first principles, but rather of clarifying precisely what one
is doing when one is knowing. It involves attending to one’s
performance of cognitional operations and attempting to under-
stand these correctly. The method of self-appropriation yields a
type self-knowledge, a differentiated apprehension of oneself as
a dynamism of conscious intentionality.” It is my contention that
such self-knowledge could offer a verifiable resolution to the
realism/idealism controversy. By setting the conflicting claims of
realism and idealism against what one has personally verified

3 Bernard Lonergan, “The Future of Thomism” in A Second Collection, ed. William F. J.
Ryan and Bernard J. Tyrrell (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1974), 50.

** Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder and Herder, 1972; repr.,
Minneapolis: Winston Press, 1979), S.

* See Lonergan, “Cognitional Structure,” in Collection, 205-21; Method in Theology, 3-
25.
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regarding the structure of conscious intentionality, it becomes
possible to adjudicate conflicting epistemological claims in a
rational manner.

The groundwork for Lonergan’s elaboration of the philo-
sophical significance of self-appropriation in Insight was set forth
in his Verbum articles, which appeared in Theological Studies
between 1946 and 1949. The intent of these articles was to
interpret Aquinas’s analogy for the Trinity as set forth in
questions 27 and 93 of the Prima Pars. In De Trinitate, Augustine
had suggested that the most perfect created analogue for the
Trinity is to be found in the operations of the human mind.
Introspective reflection upon the procession of the inner word
(verbum interius) could provide data for an analogical under-
standing of the procession of distinct persons within the Trinity.
Aquinas sought to situate this original Augustinian innovation into
amore comprehensive and differentiated Aristotelian framework.
In doing so, Lonergan argued, Aquinas was “attempting, however
remotely and implicitly, to fuse together what to us may seem so
disparate: a phenomenology of the subject with a psychology of
the soul.”® The psychology at hand was a faculty psychology. It
utilized a metaphysical account of cognition and was not explicitly
phenomenological. Yet Lonergan was convinced that Aquinas’s
account of understanding and judgment did actually turn upon “a
core of psychological fact,” that Aquinas was pinning down the
meanings of the metaphysical terms he employed in his faculty
psychology by correlating these to a phenomenological under-
standing of his own cognitional activities.”” “Aquinas did practice
psychological introspection and through that experimental
knowledge of his own soul arrived at his highly nuanced, deeply
penetrating, firmly outlined theory of the nature of human
intellect.”*

% Bernard Lonergan, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, vol. 2 of Collected Works of
Bernard Lonergan, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1997), 3.
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Convinced that self-knowledge is indispensable for epistem-
ology, Lonergan wrote that the aim of Insight was “not to set
forth a list of the abstract properties of human knowledge but to
assist the reader in effecting a personal appropriation of the
concrete dynamic structure immanent and recurrently operative
in his own cognitional activities.””” Lonergan’s purpose in writing
Insight was methodically to facilitate a particular kind of self-
knowledge; the book would serve as “an invitation to a personal,
decisive act.”®® This act would “consist in one’s own rational self-
consciousness clearly and distinctly taking possession of itself as
rational and self-conscious. Up to that decisive achievement all
leads. From it all follows.”*’ Relevant to the issue at hand, part of
what may follow from self-appropriation is a nuanced
understanding of realism, and the possibility of a rational
affirmation of its validity.

IV. THREE PLAUSIBLE GILSONIAN OBJECTIONS
TO LONERGAN’S METHOD

I have suggested that self-appropriation could provide a
method for the critical validation of realism. It may be supposed
however, that many Thomists (especially those for whom Gilson’s
two books are a definitive statement of Thomistic realism) are
likely to consider Lonergan’s appeal to self-appropriation as
problematic. It would be salutary therefore to raise some plausible
Gilsonian objections to Lonergan’s method, and briefly respond
to each, further elucidating self-appropriation in the process.

First, self-appropriation makes self-knowledge foundational;
itinvolves, as Lonergan put it, “rational self-consciousness clearly
and distinctly taking possession of itself.”®* It is not implausible
that this method might seem to involve something like an appeal
to the Cartesian cogito. Yet Gilson argued that once the Cartesian
cogito is adopted as the philosophical point of departure, realism

** Lonergan, Insight, 11.
 Ibid., 13.

1 Tbid.

2 Ibid.
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