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HE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN Thomas Aquinas and John
Duns Scotus on the connection of the acquired moral
virtues is in large part a disagreement over the unity of
prudence.’ Thomas thinks that the moral virtues are connected
through one prudence which commands actions that belong to all
of the virtues.”? A deficiency in moral virtue is always also a
deficiency in prudence. Scotus rejects this position in two ways.’
First, he holds that there is a particular or partial prudence which

! For the context and background, see especially Odon Lottin, Psychologie et morale aux
xii° et xifi® sidcles, 6 vols., (Louvain: Abbaye du Mont César; Gembloux: Duculot, 1942-60),
3.1:197-252; 4.2: 551-663.

? See especially Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.1:247-51; Fridolino M. Utz, De
connectione virtutum moralium inter se secundum doctrinam St. Thomae Aquinatis
(Oldenberg: Albertus Magnus, 1937), 97-126; Renée Mirkes, “Aquinas on the Unity of Perfect
Moral Virtue,” American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 71 (1998): 589-605; Bonnie Kent,
“Habits and Virtues,” in The Ethics of Aquinas, ed. Stephen ]. Pope (Washington, D.C.:
Georgetown University Press, 2002), 122-24; James F. Keenan, “The Virtue of Prudence,”in
Pope, ed., The Ethics of Aquinas, 265-67.

* Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 4.2:655-60; Parthenius Minges, Ioannis Duns Scoti
Doctrina philosphica et theologica, 2 vols (Rome: Collegium S. Bonaventurae, 1930), 2:469-
70, 472-74; Marilyn McCord Adams, “Scotus and Ockham on the Connection of the
Virtues,” in John Duns Scotus: Metaphysics and Ethics, ed. Ludger Honnefelder, Rega Wood,
and Mechtild Dreyer (Leiden: Brill 1996), 505-9; Bonnie Kent, “Rethinking Moral
Dispositions: Scotus on the Virtues,” in The Cambridge Companion to Duns Scotus, ed.
Thomas Williams (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 369-74.
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belongs to each moral virtue.* Consequently, the perfection of one
part of prudence is independent from that of another. For
instance, a defect in that part of prudence which is concerned
with temperate actions does not entail a defect in that part of
prudence which belongs to justice or courage. Second, he states
that even this particular or partial prudence is to some extent
independent of a particular moral virtue. Prudence issues
judgments which the agent is free to accept or reject. The second
claim has been discussed in recent scholarship and sheds light on
the relationship between the intellect and the will. The first claim
is about prudence’s unity. I shall attempt to give a more precise
description of this first issue by looking more carefully at the
arguments which are given by Thomas and Scotus, and
considering the ways in which their views were developed by their
followers.

A few introductory remarks need to be made about the
difference between imperfect and partial prudence. Thomas,
Scotus, and their contemporaries reject the Stoic understanding of
the connection of the virtues, according to which someone either
possesses all the acquired moral virtues in the highest degree or
none of these virtues at all.” Both Thomas and Scotus accept the
Aristotelian view that a perfectly good person lacks vice, and that
his virtues are connected through prudence. But they differ over
whether this prudence is itself a lowest species or whether it is a
genus which includes different species of prudence. This
disagreement over prudence is connected to different accounts of
how someone may have a true virtue even though he lacks one or
more of the principal acquired virtues.

* Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 4.2:643-55, argues that for Scotus particular prudence
depends on virtue. It seems to me that this view is successfully challenged in Stephen D.
Dumont, “The Necessary Connection of Moral Virtue to Prudence according to John Duns
Scotus,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 55 (1988): 184-206. See also Adams,
“Scotus and Ockham,” 507 n. 28; Mary Elizabeth Ingham, “Practical Wisdom: Scotus’s
Presentation of Prudence,” in Honnefelder et al, eds., John Duns Scotus: Metaphysics and
Ethics, 562-69.

’ For the earlier, widespread thirteenth-century rejection of Stoic unity, see Lottin,
Psychologie et morale, 3.1:219-31.
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For Thomas, someone who lacks a principal moral virtue has
at best “imperfect” prudence.® Thomas thinks that the perfectly
virtuous person possesses the intellectual virtue of prudence in
such a way that he can judge and command about the matter of
any virtue. This prudence has as its object everything the agent
can do (agibilia). This habit is a simple quality. Someone who
lacks a moral virtue has imperfect prudence, since this simple
habit will be undeveloped in one area. For Thomas, perfect
prudence requires an order to the good life as a whole, whereas
imperfect prudence directs only some good actions.

Instead of distinguishing between imperfect and perfect
prudence, Scotus distinguishes between whole and partial
prudence. According to Scotus, a perfectly virtuous person has
whole prudence, which is a genus that contains the different
species of prudence which concern the matter of each different
virtue.” Although whole prudence needs several distinct species,
these species themselves can exist independently of each other.
For example, a just but unchaste person has that partial prudence
which is connected with justice but may lack that partial prudence
which is connected with charity.

How do Thomas and Scotus differ? Both think that there are
cases in which someone can possess one moral virtue without
another. For example, someone might be just but lack

¢ Aquinas, STh II-11, q. 47, a. 13. The discussion of Thomas in this essay is mostly on the
distinction between perfect and imperfect acquired moral virtue. Prudence can be counted
among the moral virtues, even though it is essentially an intellectual virtue (STh F-I1, q. 58, a.
3,ad 1). “Acquired” virtue arises through repeated human acts, whereas “infused” virtue is
efficiently caused by God (STh I-11, q. 55, a. 4). Although the relevant infused and acquired
moral virtues do not differ on account of their matter, they differ specifically on account of
their formal objects and ends (STh [-1, q. 63, a. 4). Notice the connection between acquired
moral virtue and the common good of the human city, which is also mentioned in other texts,
such as 8Th I-11, q. 61, a. 5, co. and ad 4. For relevant background on civic virtue in Albert
the Great, see Thomas M. Osborne, Jr., Love of Self and Love of God in Thirteenth-Century
Ethics (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005), 61-68. For the distinctions
between imperfect acquired, perfect acquired, and perfect / infused prudence, see idem,
“Perfect and Imperfect Virtues in Aquinas,” The Thomist 71 (2007): 57-62. Scotus and
Scotists are among those who reject the position that there are infused moral virtues.

7 John Duns Scotus, Ord. 3, d. 36, q. un., nn. 99-100, in Opera Omnia (Vatican City:
Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1950-), 10:260-61; Lect. 3, d. 36, q. un., n. 108 (Vat. ed.,
21:340).
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temperance. Thomas would describe such a person as having
justice and prudence which are themselves both true and
imperfect. These virtues are connected in such a way that the
perfection of one depends on another. In contrast, Scotus would
say that such a person might be entirely just and prudent with
respect to justice even if he lack temperance and its accompanying
species of prudence.

What is at stake? It can be hard to identify further the extent
of their disagreement. Scotus does not address Thomas’s texts at
length. Although Scotus knew of Thomas’s writings, his account
of the connection of the moral virtues is developed mostly
through contrast with that of Henry of Ghent.® Moreover, his
rejection of the unity of prudence focuses more on Godfrey of
Fontaines than it does on Thomas Aquinas.’ The texts themselves
do not address the exact nature of the disagreement between
Thomas and Scotus. Later Thomists and Scotists had to develop
their own accounts.

This paper has three parts. First, I shall consider the reasons
Thomas and Scotus give for their different opinions. At first
glance their difference might seem to be merely terminological. It
is not clear how Thomas’s “imperfect prudence” differs from
Scotus’ “partial prudence.” Second, I shall look at how the
Thomist Thomas de Vio Cajetan (d. 1534) and the Scotist
Johannes Poncius (d. 1661) develop and defend the positions of
their schools. Poncius is particularly interesting because he
responds directly to Cajetan’s arguments. Both figures shed light
on the difference between Thomas and Scotus. Third, I shall
consider the way in which the Carmelites of Salamanca (ca. 1631)
develop and extend the ideas of both Thomas and Cajetan. Their

8 John Duns Scotus, Lect. 3, d. 36, q. un, nn. 86-90 (Vat. ed., 21:335-36); see also the
briefer remarks of Ord. 3, d. 36, q. un., nn. 94-95 (Vat. ed., 10:228). For further discussion,
see Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 4.2:644, 655.

? 1 thank Stephen Dumont for drawing my attention to this point. See Godfrey of
Fontaines, Quaestiones Ordinariae 3, in Odon Lottin, ed., Le quodlibet XV et trois Questions
ordinaries, Les Philosophes Belges 14 (Louvain: Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1937), 119-
37, esp. 129-32. Although Godfrey is drawing on Eustratius, his position also seems close to
that of Aquinas. If Scotus has Godfrey in mind, he is focusing on those areas in which Thomas
and Godfrey agree.
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approach clarifies the original Thomistic view and makes it easier
to see why it might be preferable to the Scotistic position.

I. AQUINAS AND SCOTUS

Thomas was among the first in his century to argue that the
moral virtues are connected through prudence. He consistently
appeals to the role of prudence in at least one of his arguments
for the position that the moral virtues are connected with each
other.'” This argument is based on Aristotle’s discussion of
prudence in (the then-newly available) book 6 of the
Nicomachean Ethics. In his commentary on this passage, Thomas
rejects the Socratic understanding of the unity of virtue, which is
the identification of each virtue with knowledge.'' In contrast, on
Aristotle’s view, moral virtues are not completely rational, even
though they require and act with reason. Moral virtues are
consequently distinct from prudence. In the Summa Theologiae,
Thomas uses this Aristotelian understanding of the relationship of
prudence to the moral virtues in his argument that prudence is
one even though the moral virtues are many.'* Moral virtue has
a desirable good as its object. Since there are different appetites,
there are different desirable goods and consequently distinct
moral virtues. In contrast, the object of reason is truth.
Consequently, the one intellectual virtue of prudence is concerned
with truth in all moral matters. Through prudence the agent
determines the mean of virtue and the means to the end set by
virtue, and the subsequent choice depends on understanding not
only the matter of one virtue but the interrelationship between the
matters of different virtues.

19 Aquinas, ITI Sent., d. 36., a. 1 (Scriptum super libros sententiarum, ed. Pierre Mandonnet
and M. F. Moos, 4 vols. [Paris: Lethielleux, 1929-47], 3:1214-18); VI Ethic., lect. 11
(Leonine ed., 47.2:370-73); STh I-1], q. 65, a. 15 Quodl. 12, q. 14, a. un. [23] (Leonine ed.,
25.2:416-18); De virtutibus, q. 5, a. 2 (Quaestiones Disputatae, 2 vols. [Turin: Marietti,
1965], 2:817-21). For the development of Thomas’s different arguments and the consistency
of his argument from prudence, see Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3:232-35, 247-49.

" Aquinas, VI Ethic., 6, lect. 3 (Leonine ed., 47.2:376-77).

2 Aquinas, STh I-11, q. 60, a. 1, resp. and ad 1; II-II, q. 47, a. 5, ad 3. For an earlier
treatment, see Il Sent., d. 36.,a. 1 in corp., ad 2, ad 3 (Mandonnet-Moos, eds., 3:1214-17).
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Why does Thomas think that the acquired moral virtues are
connected to each other through this one prudence? Thomas
mentions that the more common moral virtues are connected
through prudence because the matters of the different virtues are
mutually ordered. In the Summa Theologiae and in De virtutibus
cardinalibus he uses this order in his replies to objections against
the connection of the virtues. Similar objections and replies
appear in both works. One objection is based on the separation of
one science from another:" since the intellect can have one
science without another, it follows that there can be one moral
virtue without another. Another objection is based on the
separation of the different crafts (artes).'* Thomas responds to
both objections in part by noting that the matter of the different
virtues is ordered in a way that is not found in either sciences or
crafts.” Among sciences, the matter is so different that someone
can know one object without knowing another. Similarly, an error
in one craft does not entail error in another craft. But in human
actions a defect concerning one kind of act might cause a defect
in others, on account of the way in which the matter of the
different virtues falls under one order.

Scotus addresses the unity of prudence both in his discussion
of the connection between the virtues in his Ordinatio (3, dist.
36), his earlier Lectura on the same distinction, and in his Collatio
prima, which is the most substantial account. In the Collatio
prima, Scotus responds to three reasons in favor of the position
that prudence is one, namely, (1) that prudence is concerned with
the whole human good, (2) that its principles extend to all
activities, and (3) that there is a unity of attribution towards one
end. His response to the first and third arguments is partially
based on the similarity between prudence and the different crafts

Y Aquinas, STh I-11, q. 65, a. 1, obj. 3, resp., and ad 3; De virtutibus cardinalibus, a. 2, obj.
8 and ad 8 (Marietti ed., 2:817, 820).

* Aquinas, STh I-11, q. 65, a. 1, obj. 4 and ad 4; De virtutibus cardinalibus, a. 2, obj. 4 and
ad 4 (Marietti ed., 2:817, 819-20).

'* For an earlier discussion, see Aquinas, III Sent., d. 36, a. 1, ad 2 (Mandonnet, ed.,
3:1217).
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and sciences.'® Scotus thinks that he is following Aristotle in
comparing prudence to craft and science. Just as the precepts of
crafts and sciences differ on account of their formal objects, so do
the precepts of prudence differ in respect to those things which
should be done. Moreover, just as sciences are diversified
according to the diversity of their conclusions, so are the parts of
prudence diversified according to their conclusions. Scotus argues
that prudence’s unity is the same as that of a science which has
many parts. He admits that prudence is one in a sense, but this
unity is that of a genus.

Although he may not have Thomas in mind, Scotus presents a
clear alternative to Thomas’s understanding of the way in which
prudence is contrasted with the crafts and sciences. Thomas and
those who follow him stress the difference between prudence and
the sciences or crafts by arguing that the respective matters of the
moral virtues are connected whereas the matters of sciences and
crafts are not so connected to each other. In contrast, Scotus and
Scotists argue that prudence is more like a science in that it can be
developed in one area and not in another.

Scotus uses a similar argument in his response to the second
reason for the unity of prudence, which is that its principles
extend to all actions. He responds that if there were one prudence
with respect to all human action, then there would similarly be
only one science with respect to everything that can be known."’
The independence among prudence’s various principles can be
scen in the way that partial prudence is acquired.'® Someone
acquires that prudence which accompanies temperance by
reasoning from that principle which corresponds to the end of
temperance. The possession of other parts of prudence is
unnecessary for the acquisition of that prudence which
accompanies temperance, and the acquisition of this particular

' John Duns Scotus, Collatio Prima, nn. 3-4, 19 (Opera Omnia, 12 vols., ed. Luke
Wadding [Lyons: Laurentius Durandus, 1639; repr. Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1968], 3:345-
46, 349). For similar argumentation, see Scotus, Ord. 3, d. 36, q. un., nn. 96-100 (Vat. ed.,
10:259-61); Lect. 3, d. 36, q. un., nn. 91-108 (Vat. ed., 21:336-40).

7 Scotus, Collatio Prima, n. 6 (Wadding, ed., 3:346).

¥ Scotus, Collatio Prima, n. 7 (Wadding, ed., 3:347).
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prudence is insufficient for the acquisition of prudence’s other
parts.

Scotus’s view of prudence is rooted in his understanding of the
relationship between a habit and its formal object.'” Under certain
conditions, different habits can have the same formal object, but
one habit cannot have distinct formal objects. Scotus considers an
argument that the partial prudence of temperance depends on
other partial prudences because its formal object involves not just
the end of temperance, but this end insofar as it includes the
nature of the good in accordance with reason (ratio boni
secundum rationem). According to this argument, this rational
characteristic connects the end of temperance with ends that
belong to the other moral virtues. Scotus replies by stating that
either the good according to reason is the object of each moral
virtue, or each moral virtue has its own formal object.? If the first
alternative were true, then there would be no way to distinguish
one moral virtue from another. Consequently, the second
alternative must be true. If the formal objects of the different
virtues are distinct even though they all include the nature of the
good in accordance with reason, then the ends and principles
which belong to prudence are also independent from each other.
Therefore, the corresponding parts of prudence are distinct and
can be acquired independently. However, since the moral virtues
have distinct formal objects, each principle that is taken from the
end of one virtue belongs to a prudence that is distinct from the
species of prudence that include the principles that belong to the
other virtues.

The formal object of each virtue is the same as that of its
corresponding partial prudence. For instance, that act which is the
formal object of temperance belongs as the very same formal
object to that part of prudence which is concerned with temperate
acts. The objects of partial prudences are distinct formally just as
the objects of the different virtues are distinct. Consequently, the

1 See especially John Duns Scotus, Quaestiones super libros metaphysicorum Aristotelis,
q. 6, a. 1, nn. 41-65, 67-72 (Opera Philosophica, 5 vols. [St. Bonaventure, N.Y.: Franciscan
Institute, 1997-2006], 4:17-28).

¥ Scotus, Collatio Prima, n. 8 (Wadding, ed., 3:347).
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distinction between the different kinds of virtues is accompanied
by a distinction between the different species of prudence.
Scotus and Thomas clearly disagree over whether we should
say that someone who lacks prudence in one area but possesses it
in another has imperfect or impartial prudence. Is this difference
merely terminological? According to Scotus, the just but unchaste
agent has that particular prudence which judges the matter of
justice but may lack that particular prudence which judges the
matter of chastity. Such a person can possess justice and its
corresponding partial prudence even in its most perfect state.
Such a statement is incompatible with what Thomas says, but it is
difficult to determine the exact nature of the disagreement or how
it might be resolved. A proponent of Thomas’s position needs to
address the following questions: What kind of argument supports
the thesis that the matter of the virtues is connected? Supposing
that the matter is so connected, why should we conclude that
prudence is one in such a way that it contains no perfect parts?

II. THOMAS DE VIO CAJETAN AND JOHANNES PONCIUS

Later Thomists and Scotists developed their views on prudence
and the virtues in large part through argument with each other.
The issues become more clearly delineated by Thomas de Vio
Cajetan’s early sixteenth-century commentary on Thomas’s
Summa Theologiae.”' Although previous Thomists had addressed
Scotus’s position, Cajetan gives clearer counter-examples and
develops an analogy between common sense and the particular
interior senses. Cajetan’s criticism of Scotus is both intrinsically
interesting and historically important, since it was addressed at
length by Johannes Poncius (John Punch), one of the most
significant seventeenth-century Scotists.””> Poncius wrote the

*! For an early Thomistic response to Scotistic arguments, see John Capreolus, 111 Ser.,
d. 36, q. un. (Defensiones Theologiae Divi Thomae Aquinatis, 7 vols., ed. C. Paban and T
Pegues [Tours: Cattier, 1900-1908; repr. Frankfurt am Main: Minerva, 1967], 5:439-45).

22 For Poncius’s life and influence, see Maurice Grajewski, “John Ponce, Scotist,”
Franciscan Studies 6 (1946): 54-92; Benignus Millett, “Irish Scotists at St. Isidore’s College,

3

Rome, in the Seventeenth Century,” in De doctrina loannis Duns Scoti, Acta Congressus
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commentaries on Luke Wadding’s edition of books 3 and 4 of
Scotus’s Opus Oxoniense (Ordinatio), and discusses Cajetan at
length in distinction 36 of book 3, which is one of the key
passages for Scotus’s understanding of prudence.

Cajetan discusses Scotus’s position on the unity of prudence in
his commentary on the Prima Secundae of the Summa Theologiae,
primarily in article 1 of question 60, and article 1 of question 65.
In his commentary on the first text, Cajetan introduces his
comparison between prudence and the power of the common
sense. In the second text he uses examples to illustrate Thomas’s
doctrine of the connection of the virtues through prudence.

In article 1 of question 60, Thomas discusses the question of
whether there is only one virtue. The first objection uses the unity
of prudence to argue for the unity of the moral virtues. In his
response to this objection, Thomas draws attention to the
difference between the unity of reason’s object, which is the true,
and the variety of objects that can be desired. The multiplicity of
appetible objects explains the diversity of the moral virtues.
Cajetan introduces in his commentary Scotus’s views that
prudence has diverse species, and that it is related to human
action in the way that crafts are related to human makings.?

Cajetan notes that prudence must judge concerning actions that
belong to all the different virtues. He states that the argument for
the conclusion that prudence is one is similar to the argument for
the thesis that the common sense is distinct from particular senses.
The need to judge between different objects shows that the habit
or power must have a higher object which is unified and includes
the objects of the particular powers or habits concerning which it
judges.”* In order to judge the objects of sight and hearing, the
power of common sense must be one power which has one object
which includes sound and color. If it were merely a collection of
the particular powers, then it would not be able to judge between
them. Similarly, in order for prudence to judge between moral

Scotistici Internationalis 11-17 sept. 1966, Studia Scholastico-Scotistica 4, vol. 4, Scotismus
decursu saeculorum (Rome, 1968), 404-6.

2 Cajetan, In STh 111, q. 60, a. 1, n. 7 (Leonine, ed., 6:386).

> Ibid. (Leonine, ed., 6:386-87). He refers to Aristotle, De anima 3.2.
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objects that belong to the different moral virtues, it must have as
its object all of the different virtues. If prudence were merely a
collection of different species of prudence, then it would not be
able to judge between the members of the different species.

Cajetan’s comparison of prudence with the common sense is
interesting not only because it applies to the way in which
prudence can be deficient, but also because it focuses on how
prudence orders the different virtues. Whereas each moral virtue
is concerned with some particular matter, prudence is concerned
with what moral virtue should be exercised here and now. Just as
the common sense judges between the particular senses, so does
prudence judge between the matter of the different virtues. Since
prudence makes such judgments, it must be one.

Cajetan develops several cases that he thinks cannot be
accounted for by Scotus’s understanding of partial prudence. He
uses these cases to show how the matter of moral virtue is
connected by responding to an argument that the possibility of
prudence is included in Aristotle’s very definition of virtue (Eth.
Nich. 2.6), namely, “an elective habit existing in a mean
[mediatas] determined by reason with respect to ourselves, as the
wise man will determine.”” Someone who holds that the virtues
are unconnected through prudence would also need to hold that
the mean of one moral virtue can be established in complete
isolation from that of the other moral virtues.

Cajetan shows the connection between the means which are
established by different virtues by developing the examples of a
brave soldier who is induced by intemperance to perform a
cowardly act and a chaste woman who is induced by fear to
perform an unchaste act.*® An imperfectly brave soldier might be
quite willing to face death, and yet love for pleasure might
interfere with his action. We can imagine that he might
inadequately prepare for battle or be misled during battle. The

25 «

Quaelibet virtus moralis est ‘habitus electivus in medietate consistens determinata
ratione, prout sapiens determinabit,” absque determinatione et electione medii in alia materia”
(Cajetan, In STh I-11, q. 65, a. 1, n. 4 [Leonine ed., 6:4207).

¥ Cajetan, In STh I'11, q. 65, a. 1, n. 9 (Leonine ed., 6:421); In STH I-11, q. 65, a. 2, n. 13
(Leonine ed., 6:422).
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point is that he quite easily avoids the excesses of rashness and
cowardice, but nevertheless misses the mean on account of his
love for pleasure. Similarly, a lack of courage can lead to a failure
in temperance. Lucretia was ordinarily able to act chastely by
avoiding the excess of bodily pleasure. But she did not have
courage. Consequently, when faced with the threat of death she
gave in to the excess, because her fear caused her to miss the
mean of temperance. Her lack of courage led to an error of
prudence even concerning the matter of temperance. In both
cases, the excess of one virtue interferes with the mean of
another.

These examples help explain why, unlike craft, prudence does
not have different species. Cajetan mentions two ways in which
prudence differs from craft:?’

The first is, because craft considers things to be made [factibilia] only in one way,
namely, as matter: but prudence considers things to be done [actibilia] in two
ways, namely, as matter, and as principles. The second is that . . . things to be
made are not connected, such that an error in one overflows to an error in the
other: but things to be done are ordered, such that an error in one leads to an
error in another, as is clear from what has been said.

The first point highlights the fact that prudence receives its end
from all of the moral virtues. With respect to the second point, in
his commentary on article 1 of question 60 Cajetan gives
examples to show that an error in one craft need not lead to an
error in another. For example, a bad shoemaker may be a good
sailor.”® Shoemaking and sailing are both different species of
human craft. A mistake in one craft does not necessarily lead to a
mistake in the other. In contrast, Cajetan’s examples of Lucretia
and the ordinarily brave soldier show that a mistake in one part
of the moral life leads to a mistake in other parts.

¥ Cajetan, In STh I-11, q. 65, a. 1, n. 16 (Leonine ed., 6:423): “Prima est, quia ars respicit
factibilia uno modo tantum, scilicet ut materiam: prudentia vero respicit agibilia dupliciter,
scilicet ut materiam, et ut principia. — Secunda est quod . . . factibilia non sunt connexa, ut
error in uno redundet in aliud: agibilia autem sic sunt ordinata, quod error in uno errorem
induceret in alio, ut ex praedictis patet.”

3 Cajetan, In STh I-11, q. 60, a. 1, n. 9 (Leonine ed., 6:387).
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These different examples and points are all relevant to
Cajetan’s appeal to the definition of moral virtue, and most
especially to two of its parts, namely, choosing the mean and
determining it by right reason.” According to Cajetan, the choice
of the mean should be understood not only secundum quid, which
would be only with respect to the particular moral virtue’s own
matter, but simpliciter, which is with respect to anything that
could lead away from the mean. Similarly, the determination of
reason should not be understood only secundum quid, which
would be according to some part, but simpliciter, which is what
is reasonable with everything taken into account. It is the
intellectual virtue of prudence that so determines the mean. Since
the mean can be missed on account of the matter which belongs
to any virtue, it follows that in order to determine the mean
perfectly with respect to the matter of one virtue, the agent must
have prudence with respect to any possible matter.

According to Cajetan, if prudence were absent in one area,
then it would not be perfect prudence. The chaste but cowardly
or avaricious person lacks prudence even with respect to chastity
or, more broadly, temperance. She cannot judge correctly con-
cerning the mean of temperance when it is threatened by fear or
monetary gain. Consequently, she cannot perfectly have that part
of prudence which is associated with temperance if she lacks that
part of prudence which is associated with courage or liberality.

In his commentary on distinction 36 of book 3 of Scotus’s
Ordinatio, Johannes Poncius particularly focuses on defending
Scotus from these arguments of Cajetan. First, Poncius addresses
Cajetan’s comparison of prudence with common sense.*” Accord-
ing to Poncius, the common sense is needed to distinguish
between the objects of the external senses precisely because there
is no other power that can perform the task. In contrast, there is
a power that can distinguish between the different objects of
prudence, namely, the intellect. Just as the will tends to certain
objects on account of the different moral virtues, so does the

¥ Cajetan, In STh I-11, q. 65, a. 1, nn. 6-8, 11 (Leonine ed., 6:420-21, 422).
* Poncius, In Ox. 3, d. 36, nn. 179-180 (Wadding, ed., 7.2:826-27).
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intellect judge between different objects by means of specifically
distinct habits of prudence. There is no sufficient difference
between prudence and the other moral virtues that would allow
for an argument to be made for the unity of prudence and not
also for the unity of the moral virtues.

Poncius’s second response is that there is no one habit of
prudence that judges any act which might be done here and
now.’' He admits that one species of prudence may need to judge
concerning matters that belong to another species of prudence.
For example, someone who is chaste might be able to act justly in
those situations in which chastity requires a just action. The
prudence that concerns chaste actions in this case will also issue
ajudgment about a just action. Nevertheless, the partial prudence
that works is that which is most proximate to the action, which in
this case is the partial prudence that accompanies chastity. Poncius
also suggests that there may be another third species of prudence
which judges between the different virtues. This suggestion is
based on the way in which habits develop from acts. The
following three judgments differ: (1) that the temperate act be
done here and now, (2) that the just act be done here and now,
and (3) that the moral value of the just act is greater than that of
the temperate act. The first kind of act gives rise to that prudence
which belongs to temperance, whereas the second gives rise to
that prudence which belongs to justice. Consequently, there may
be a distinct third species of partial prudence which arises from
the third act. It seems to me unlikely that Scotus would draw this
conclusion, as it concedes to Cajetan that there could be one habit
that concerns the matter of the different virtues, if even only
remotely. Nevertheless, Poncius states that this conclusion is
probable enough (sequitur satis probabiliter).

Poncius not only gives these two arguments against Cajetan’s
comparison of prudence with common sense, but in another part
of his commentary he responds to Cajetan’s examples that purport
to show how someone fails in one virtue because he lacks

*! Poncius, Iz Ox. 3, d. 36, n. 181 (Wadding, ed., 7.2:827).
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another.’” We have seen how Cajetan uses such examples to argue
for the unity of prudence by noting how the excess in relation to
one virtue can interfere with prudence’s determination of that
mean which belongs to another virtue. Poncius mentions that
others have used Cajetan’s examples in order to attack the
Scotistic position. He responds in part by repeating Scotus’s
argument that if the matter of temperance were so connected with
that of the other virtues, then temperance would not be a distinct
virtue. Poncius’s first argument for this position is that one moral
virtue is distinct from the other virtues insofar as it inclines
someone to act in accordance with a determinate object in all
circumstances. If temperance needs justice in order to act
temperately in certain circumstances, then its object does not
sufficiently distinguish it from justice.

Poncius thinks that there is a more efficacious second argument
which relies on the distinction between an imperfect and a perfect
virtue. He states that avarice can interfere with imperfect
temperance but not with perfect temperance. According to
Poncius, a virtue’s perfection requires only an inclination to the
morally good act in every set of circumstances and situations.
Consequently, a temperate person is inclined to act temperately
even if an intemperate act would enable him to satisfy some vice
such as avarice. The woman who acts unchastely for money is not
only avaricious but also intemperate. If she were perfectly tem-
perate, she would act chastely in every circumstance. This perfect
temperance could exist alongside avarice, since the avarice could
still produce avaricious acts so long as they are not contrary to
temperance.

Poncius uses these descriptions in order to provide an
alternative explanation of how a normally chaste woman can
perform unchaste acts on account of her avarice. First he argues
that this example is incorrectly described. Since such a woman is
not motivated by the love of pleasure but by avarice, she would be
only materially and not formally intemperate.®® This response to

32 Poncius, In Ox.3, d.36, q. un., n. 16 (Wadding, ed., 7.2:789).
¥ Poncius, In Ox. 3, d.36, q. un., n. 19 (Wadding, ed., 7.2:789-90).
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me seems weak in that it concedes that the matter of the two
virtues is connected in such a way that one virtue requires the
others. Nevertheless, Poncius does draw out an important
distinction, which is that the woman is more avaricious than
unchaste. But Thomas would admit this point.** The issue is the
way in which the exercise of a virtue such as chastity depends on
another moral virtue such as justice.

Poncius also draws support for his position from the fact that
a woman who is intemperate for the sake of avarice can perform
an unchaste act or even acts without developing a habit of
unchastity. He draws attention to the Aristotelian view that the
existence of a virtue is compatible with a single act against it.”’
According to Poncius, chastity gives the woman the ability to act
well without difficulty, and easily to avoid sins against chastity,
but it does not limit her freedom to perform unchaste actions.
Poncius does not address the case in which the woman were to
commit many unchaste acts out of avarice. It seems strange to say
that these multiple unchaste acts would be compatible with
chastity. Moreover, his statement does not on its own distinguish
his view from that of Thomas, who also holds that singular vicious
acts do not destroy virtue, and that a virtuous person is free to
perform bad acts.’

Poncius’s second response invokes the distinction between
perfect and imperfect temperance. If the woman is perfectly
temperate, then it is impossible for her to act intemperately out of
avarice.” If the woman is unchaste for love of money or out of
fear, then it follows that she only imperfectly possesses tem-
perance. The difference between imperfect and perfect prudence
is not between different species of the same virtue.’® Poncius
focuses on the woman’s regard for the moral worth of chastity. By
performing chaste acts such a woman is willing to develop an

3* Aquinas, STh I-11, q. 18, a. 6. Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 5.2.1130a24-28.

* Poncius, In Ox. 3, d. 36, q. un., n. 21 (Wadding, ed., 7.2:790).

% Aquinas, STh I-11, q. 71, a. 4.

7 Poncius, In Ox.3, d. 36, q. un., n. 20 (Wadding, ed., 7.2:790).

¥ Poncius, In Ox. 3, d. 36, q. un., nn. 10-11 (Wadding, ed., 7.2:786-87). For different
Thomist views, see Utz, De connectione virtutum moralium, 127-235.
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ability to act chastely not only in opposition to pleasure, but also
in opposition to any threat against the good of chastity, even if it
comes from another vice. Consequently, a woman who is
perfectly chaste but cowardly is able to undergo death rather than
surrender her chastity. She exposes herself to death not out of
courage but out of chastity. Poncius’s argument is significant
because of the way it connects the particular prudence to the
morally worthy good which is the object of the agent’s choice. If
the agent perfectly knows and loves the good of one virtue, then
he will know and love it under every circumstance.

How does Poncius differ from Cajetan over the unity of
prudence in this case? As a Scotist, Poncius believes that an
ordinarily temperate woman can commit a sin against chastity
either by acting against the dictates of prudence or through an
(ultimately culpable) failure of prudence. If the woman sins
against chastity by following an imprudent judgment, then this
imprudence shows an imperfection in that species of prudence
which accompanies temperance. The perfect development of this
prudence concerning temperance may depend on other virtues
materially speaking, but formally it is independent. Indeed,
Poncius emphasizes that there are three ways in which such a
woman might be preserved from the interference of a vice such as
avarice.” First, she might be just and not avaricious. However, in
such a case justice does not play a formal role in the acquisition
and exercise of either temperance or its accompanying prudence.
Second, she may have a morally indifferent attitude towards
money. In such a case, even though she lacks justice, she also lacks
the avarice that would interfere with chastity. Third, she may have
a natural nonmoral inclination to justice. In such a case, she lacks
the virtue of justice and yet is inclined to act justly. In the latter
two cases, the virtue of chastity develops on its own and even
materially independently from the exercise of another virtue.

As a Thomist, Cajetan does not so separate the cognitive
judgments of prudence from its command of an action.
Nevertheless, he also thinks that an ordinarily temperate woman

* Poncius, In Ox. 3, d. 36, q. un., n. 22 (Wadding, ed., 7.2:790).
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could make a false judgment about a temperate act on account of
a vice such as avarice. For Cajetan, this case shows that the same
prudence makes judgments about and commands acts of
temperance and of justice. The matter is not separate in a way that
would allow a formal or even material independence between
species of prudence.

The dispute between Poncius and Cajetan seems to be in part
over the way in which prudence is acquired. Can a particular
species of prudence be acquired (at least formally) on its own and
without the other species of prudence, or must prudence be
developed alongside all of the principal moral virtues? According
to Thomists, moral virtues ensure rectitude towards the end, but
prudence, which is concerned with the means to the end and how
the end should be attained, determines the mean of virtue.** How
is prudence acquired if the moral virtues require prudence, and in
turn prudence requires a rectitude to the end that depends on
moral virtue? Against Scotus, Cajetan emphasizes that the end is
originally known through natural reason, and prudence is
concerned with those acts which are means to the end that is
naturally known.*' Consequently, prudence is concerned with any
relevant act that might threaten the determination of these means.
The growth of prudence in one area depends upon the natural
knowledge of the ends and rectitude concerning the all of the
appropriate subsidiary ends and means to these ends. In contrast,
Scotists focus on the way in which the virtues develop through the
choice of the end that belongs to a particular virtue. It is from the
choice of the end that each virtue generates its own partial
prudence. Therefore, the chaste person’s prudence is generated
from that virtue alone.**

Although this disagreement over the acquisition of prudence
involves a number of related disagreements, it well clarifies the

0 See especially Aquinas, ST II-11, q. 47, aa. 6-7; I11, q. 66, a. 3, ad 3; Il Senz., d. 33, q.
2, a. 3 (Mandonnet-Moos, eds., 3:1056-59).

*! Cajetan, In STh 1I-11, q. 27, a. 6, nn. 2-4 (Leonine ed., 8:354). For Cajetan’s more
general account of how prudence and the moral virtues are acquired, see In STh I-11, q. 66,
a. 3, n. 13 (Leonine ed., 6:433-34).

* Scotus, Ord. 3, d. 36, q. un., n. 87 (Vat. ed., 10:256).
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way in which the matter of different virtues can affect the
determination of the mean that belongs to one virtue. Cajetan
shows that the underlying disagreement between the Scotists and
the Thomists on the acquisition of prudence is probably in this
understanding of the way in which different morally virtuous
actions are interrelated and ordered.

II1. THE SALMANTICENSES

Although Cajetan and Poncius contribute to the development
of the debate over the unity of prudence, it seems to me that the
Carmelites of Salamanca (hereafter Salmanticenses) present the
clearest development of the Thomist response to the Scotist
position. In large part they follow Cajetan, but they improve his
arguments in three ways. First, their examples better illustrate the
points at stake. Second, they focus not on the somewhat
cumbersome analogy between prudence and the common sense,
but on those texts in which Thomas distinguishes between perfect
and imperfect prudence. Third, they develop the point about the
interrelationship of the virtues by emphasizing the importance of
the end to which all acts are ordered.

The Salmanticenses give more developed examples in order to
illustrate Cajetan’s argument that there must be one prudence to
choose among incompatible good acts.”* For instance, they state
that someone might use money to pay a creditor out of
distributive justice, or feed his parents out of piety, or sacrifice to
God out of religion, or help the poor out of mercy. Each of these
actions is good and belongs to a different virtue. Unlike in
Cajetan’s examples, the conflict here is not between vices but
between virtues. Nevertheless, in certain circumstances one act
will be good and the other bad. If the agent has prudence only
with respect to one of these virtues, he will often err because he
cannot grasp which circumstances are relevant. For example,
someone without filial piety might help the poor when he should

* Salamanticenses, Cursus Theologicus, trac.t 12, disp. 4, dub. 1 (20 vols. [Paris: Palmé,
1870-83], 6:378).
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use the money to support his parents. This example shows how
prudence must be able not only to recognize one kind of morally
good action, but also some sort of order between different kinds
of goods. The mean with respect to a particular virtue is
threatened not only by other vices, but even by circumstances that
might call for the exercise of another virtue.

In order to strengthen their argument, the Salmanticenses state
that prudence could issue two types of command for a virtuous
action.** First, the command could be for the virtuous action
regardless of any circumstance which might vitiate it. In such a
case the command would touch on the matter of all of the virtues,
since the command would hold regardless of whatever matter
belonging to another virtue could interfere with it. Second, the
command could be for the virtuous action but not cover all of the
different circumstances that could vitiate it. In such a case, the
command would be imprudent because it would allow for an act
that would be contrary to right reason. The difference between
the two different commands shows that the matter of the virtues
is connected, and that someone who commands a virtuous act as
virtuous is concerned not only with the matter of one virtue, but
with the virtuous act as a whole. The description of the second
command as “imprudent” rather than “imperfectly prudent”
makes an important point which is at least undeveloped if not
neglected by Cajetan.

The existence of many diverse circumstances that could vitiate
the action indicates that prudence must have as its object the
matter of each major virtue. The Salmanticenses only briefly
repeat Cajetan’s analogy of prudence with the common sense.*
They do so to argue that in order to judge between different
objects of lower powers there must be some higher power which
has the various objects of the lower powers as its one object.
Prudence must include the objects of the moral virtues if it is to
judge between them. The prudence that is concerned about the
virtuous act under all circumstances can be described as “whole

* Salmanticenses, Cursus Theol., tract. 12, disp. 4., dub. 1, n. 6 (Paris ed., 6:378). See also

Cursus Theol., tract. 11, disp. 6, dub. 1, n. § (Paris ed., 6:123-24).
* Salmanticenses, Cursus Theol., tract. 12, disp. 4., dub. 1, n. 7 (Paris ed., 6:378-79).
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prudence” (prudentia totalis) since it is concerned with all the
matter. The Salmanticenses’ description of this prudence brings to
mind Poncius’s statement that perhaps there could be a further
prudence which judges between the different partial prudences.
But they argue that such prudence makes unnecessary Scotus’s
contrast between whole and partial prudence:

. it therefore should be held that there is one simple habit whose object is
every possible act for the common end of human life, which is whole prudence.
Having now posited a whole prudence of this sort, the partial prudences which
Scotus distinguishes are superfluous.*

The contrast between imperfect and perfect prudence is
connected with the position of perfect prudence as being
concerned not merely with particular ends, but with the ultimate
end. The language here resembles Thomas’s description of perfect
prudence as being concerned with the good end of a whole life,
in the Secunda Secundae (q. 47, a. 13). The distinction between
such prudence and prudence with respect to a limited matter is
not the distinction between a genus and a species, but between a
perfect and an imperfect virtue. The Salmanticenses therefore
seem to connect Thomas’s description of prudence as connecting
the virtues in the Prima Secundae (q. 65, aa. 1-2), with the
distinction between perfect and imperfect prudence in this article
of the Secunda Secundae. The prudence that connects the virtues
is the same as that perfect prudence which is concerned not only
with particular ends but with the ultimate end.

The Salmanticenses’ arguments are both interesting and
troublesome in that they bring out an aspect of the connection of
the virtues which Thomas explicitly discusses in his Sentences
commentary and then later does not so clearly address. In the
early Scriptum, Thomas gives three reasons for the connection of
the virtues.”” The first two he repeats throughout his later

# «_. . ponendus est igitur unus simplex habitus cujus objectum sit omne agibile ad finem
communem humanae vitae, quae est prudentia totalis. Posita vero hujusmodi prudentia totali,
superfluunt illae partiales quae Scotus distinguit” (Salmanticenses, Cursus Theol., tract. 12,
disp. 4, dub. 1, n. 7 [Paris ed., 6:379]).

¥ Aquinas, I Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. 1, in corp. (Moos, ed., 3:1215-17).
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writings, namely, that they are connected through prudence and
also by the fact that each can be considered as a general condition
of the virtues. His third argument is that the virtues are connected
insofar as they are ordered to the good of virtue. Although this
order to the good of virtue is not listed as a distinct argument in
his later treatments, it seems to me that it may be implicit in his
later discussions of prudence’s unity. For example, in De
virtutibus cardinalibus (a. 2, ad 8), Thomas does state that the
moral virtues are unlike the intellectual virtues in that the moral
virtues are ordered to the ultimate end through charity. This
particular argument therefore rests on the connection between
particular goods of virtue and the one ultimate end. Likewise in
the Summa Theologiae, although Thomas lists only the first two
arguments for the connection of the virtues, his discussion of
prudence’s unity may implicitly contain elements of the earlier
argument which bases the connection on their order to an end.*
He also states in the Summa Theologiae that perfect prudence
requires a correct order not only to particular ends but to the
ultimate end.*” Therefore, although Thomas no longer uses it as
a distinct argument for the connection of the virtues, in both De
virtutibus cardinalibus and the Summa Theologiae, he restates his
view that the interrelationship of the matter of different virtues is
made necessary by the unity of the ultimate end. The underlying
position is that there is an order among the goods which requires
prudence in all areas for its establishment and preservation. The
Salmanticenses’ argument relies on and draws out the implication
that prudence is necessary for this ordering to the ultimate end.

CONCLUSION

The difference between Scotus and Thomas on the connection
of the virtues and the unity of prudence is hard to resolve in part
because it is difficult to understand. Many seemingly decisive
cases on closer examination are found to be compatible with both

* For instance, Aquinas, STh I-11, q. 65, a. 1, ad 3 and 4.
* See, for example, Aquinas, STh I-11, q. 65, a. 2; [I-11, q. 47, a. 13.
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views. As the case of the intemperate woman shows, there is real
difference in the description of agents who commit acts contrary
to a virtue for the sake of some vicious end which does not belong
to that virtue’s corresponding vice. But why would we decide for
one description rather than another? This difference is in part
related to alternative understandings of prudence and the mean.

The response of later Thomists to the Scotist position explains
and develops Thomas’s theory and helps to delineate the
difference between the two thinkers. According to Thomists, the
virtue of prudence determines the instruments to or particular
instantiations of an end, whereas for Scotists it recognizes the
morally worthy end. The Thomist focus on the instruments or
instantiations makes it possible for the virtues to be connected
through one virtue of prudence. This connection is brought out
through two examples. First, there is the example in which a vice
interferes with the exercise of another moral virtue, as when
someone acts against chastity out of avarice. Correct judgment
concerning the mean belonging to the matter of one virtue often
depends on correct judgment concerning the matter of other
virtues. Second, there is the example of how the prudent agent
must determine which act is good here and now. This judgment
also requires prudence with respect not only to one virtue but to
an entire life. The cases in which diverse virtues must collaborate
to choose among different seemingly good actions perhaps
illustrates this point better that do cases in which one of the
virtues is missing.

Although it is hard to know how Scotus would respond to the
way in which Thomists develop the arguments, Poncius provides
some indication of how it is possible to respond in accordance
with Scotus’s principles. Whether we judge his response to be
successful or not, Poncius as well as the Thomists helps us to see
that the two different approaches to prudence are perhaps
ultimately based on diverse understandings of how the matters of
the various virtues are interrelated. Cajetan’s response to the
Scotist position originally focused on the way in which the matter
of one vice can interfere with another. But Poncius points out that
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someone who truly has one vice might not allow such
interference. This example might not seem to allow us to discover
more than a merely terminological difference between Thomas
and Scotus.

The more difficult issue is whether the virtuous person needs
to consider not merely the object of one virtue, but rather the
good life as a whole. Poncius suggests that perhaps there could be
a further kind of prudence which helps to order the partial
prudences. It seems to me that this response is necessary to defend
Scotus’s doctrine of partial prudence, but ultimately it concedes
to the Thomists that there is a need for some prudence that is
concerned with the good life as a whole. As the Salmanticenses
point out, if there is such prudence, it would best be identified
with what Thomas Aquinas describes as perfect prudence, and it
would seem to make partial prudences unnecessary. Their
position develops the Thomistic position in such a way that they
are able both to respond to the new arguments of the Scotists and
also to explain how Thomas’s understanding of the connections
of the virtues through prudence is related to the distinction
between perfect and imperfect prudence. Their position is not
only historically significant; it also shows the way in which
contemporary Thomists should explain and defend the connection
between the virtues.’’

%% A previous version of this paper was given at the session “Aquinas on Prudence,”
sponsored by the Center for Thomistic Studies (Houston), at the 41" International Congress
of Medieval Studies, Kalamazoo, Michigan, 2006. I would like to thank the organizer, R.
Edward Houser, the participants, and especially David Gallagher for their comments.
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HOMAS AQUINAS IDENTIFIES groups of virtues
according to a variety of distinctions.” Three are examined
here, namely, those concerning efficient cause, ultimate
end, and object of virtue. Thomas distinguishes acquired virtues
from infused virtues based upon how they are obtained (efficient
cause). He distinguishes natural from supernatural virtues based
upon the type of happiness toward which they direct a person
(ultimate end). And he distinguishes theological from cardinal
virtues based upon a difference between what he calls the
“objects” of these different groups of virtues.” Each of these
distinctions engenders two different categories of virtue, or what
is called here a single categorization of virtue. Each categorization
of virtue (e.g., acquired vs. infused virtue), therefore, includes a
pair of categories of virtues (e.g., acquired virtues and infused
virtues), which are distinguished on some basis or rationale (e.g.,
efficient cause) that Thomas explicitly supplies.
Though each of these distinctions and categories is well
known, there is a certain amount of confusion as to how different

! The author would like to express his gratitude to several people who read and offered
comments on earlier drafts of this essay: Angela McKay, Joseph Capizzi, Michael Gorman,
David Cloutier, and R.E. Houser. Thanks also to Benjamin Safranski, who provided valuable
research and editing assistance.

% At times Thomas distinguishes theological virtue from “moral and intellectual virtue,”
and the relation of this latter to “cardinal virtue” is explained below.
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categorizations relate to one another. For instance, in a recent
publication, a renowned Thomist remarks, in passing, while
discussing synderesis, that “discerning and judging action in light
of the natural law need to be perfected and stabilized by the
cardinal virtues (acquired habits) and infused virtues (faith, hope
and charity).”” This remark implies that all cardinal virtues are
acquired virtues and suggests that the bases for the categorizations
“acquired vs. infused” and “cardinal vs. theological” are one and
the same. Neither of these is the case. As will be seen below,
certain categorizations, though made on different bases, do indeed
graft onto each other. However others (including those in this
quotation) do not. Examples of such confusion are not infrequent,
as will be seen more fully in the final section of this essay.* The
confusion is particularly evident in historical and contemporary
discussions of the relationship between grace and virtue (and the
related classic question of pagan virtue), since scholars have
commonly approached these questions by offering different
categorizations of virtue. In such discussions, precision is
especially important, given the nuance required in describing the
relationship between nature and grace.

The purpose of this essay is to help dispel such common
confusion by explaining how Thomas’s different categorizations

* See Russsell Hittinger’s review (of Douglas Kries’ The Problem of Natural Law) entitled
“Examination of Conscience” in First Things 189 (January 2009): 59-61 (at 60). So careful
areader of Thomas as Hittinger knows of course that not all cardinal virtues are not acquired,
and that the terms “cardinal” and “infused” refer to different bases of categorization. Yet the
quotation, in itself, obscures these facts.

* For another example by a renowned Thomist, see Herbert McCabe, Q.P., The Good Life
(London: Continuum, 2005), where he says “Aquinas sets this within the context of what he
calls the end of man, blessedness (beatitudo), and he secks to show that the political virtues,
the cardinal virtues, take their place in the deepest meaning of human life, which is our
vocation to the heavenly polis, the divine life” (525 emphasis in original). While actually trying
to make a point consonant with a main concern of this essay, namely, that cardinal virtues can
be directed to one’s supernatural happiness, McCabe along the way equates the categories
“political” and “cardinal.” While cardinal virtues may often be political virtues in Thomas’
categorizations of virtue, these two terms do not rely on the same basis of categorization and
thus should not be identified with one another.
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of virtue are related to one another.” The first section presents the
ways in which thinkers in the century and a half leading up to
Thomas Aquinas explained the bases for different categorizations
of virtue. For a variety of reasons, the period of High
Scholasticism saw an explosion in attention to categorizations of
virtue. The Scholastics of course affirmed established groups of
virtues. But they also increasingly tried to explain the bases for
categorizations of virtue. For example, faith, hope, and charity
have been at the center of the Christian tradition since the
beginning, and have been understood as virtues for nearly as long.
But explaining what these three virtues have in common that
makes them members of one category of virtue, and identifying
what virtues zot in this category have in common that places them
outside this category, was a topic of great interest for many
Scholastics.® Their work is surveyed here in the first section
through the lens of Thomas’s synthesis of three categorizations of
virtue (on the basis of efficient cause, ultimate end, and object),
for two reasons. First, examining the work of Thomas’s
predecessors reveals that every one of these three bases of

% There is a growing and important body of scholarship explaining the nature of, and too-
often neglected importance of, a category of virtues called “infused moral (or cardinal)
virtues.” This is not the purpose of this essay. Neglect of the infused cardinal virtues is indeed
one manifestation of the confusion addressed in this essay. Bur it is not the only one. For more
on this topic see Romanus Cessario, O.P., The Moral Virtues and Theological Ethics, 2d ed.
{Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2009), 165-72; idem, Introduction to Moral
Theology (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2001), 200ff.; Servais
Pinckaers, O.P., The Sources of Christian Ethics (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University
of America Press, 1995), 178-81; Michael Sherwin, O.P, “Infused Virtue and the Effects of
Acquired Vice: A Test Case for the Thomistic Theory of the Infused Cardinal Virtues,” The
Thomist 73 (2009): 29-52; idem, By Knowledge and By Love (Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 2005), 170-75; Angela McKay, “Prudence and Acquired
Moral Virtue,” The Thomist 69 (2003): 535-55; Robert Miner, “Non-Aristotelian Prudence,”
The Thomist 64 (2000): 401-22.

¢ For an example of the difference between employing a known grouping of virtue and
explaining the basis of categorization for said grouping, consider Augustine’s Enchiridion on
Faith, Hope and Love. In hindsight it is easy to think that Augustine wrote this treatise on the
three theological virtues, and of course in a sense he did. But he never labels them as such in
that work; nor does he explain any commonality of the three that explains why they are
grouped together; nor does he contrast these three virtues as members of one grouping with
another grouping of virtues that are not “theological.” He simply calls them “three graces” (vi,
vii) and is concerned to differentiate them from each other by their “objects” (iii, vi).
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categorization was developed prior to Thomas. We can better
understand how Thomas understood each one by tracing its origin
in his predecessors. Second, none of these thinkers offers the
synthesis found in Thomas’ work, either because they do not
attend to all the needed bases of categorization, or because they
are unable to offer a satisfactory account of how the different
categorizations were related to one another.

The second section traces these three bases for categorization
in Thomas’s work. The terms found in this section are very
familiar to readers of Thomas. What is new is a presentation of
these three categorizations in light of their historical development,
in a manner that directly explains how Thomas’s understanding
of the relationship between them avoids some of the problems
that persisted in his predecessors’ work.

The third section offers several examples of recent work on
virtue which evince confusion as to how Thomas’s categorizations
of virtue are related to one another. Many of the problematic
contemporary claims about virtue adduced here (including the
ones mentioned briefly above) replicate exactly the problems that
beset Thomas’s predecessors, problems that can be resolved with
the help of the careful reading of Thomas’s synthesis offered in
section II.

1. THOMAS’S PREDECESSORS, AND THEIR CATEGORIZATIONS OF
VIRTUE

The point of this historical survey is to examine how Thomas’s
twelfth- and thirteenth-century predecessors categorized the
virtues, and in particular how they understood different
categorizations of virtue to be related to one another. Much like
today, thinkers of this period were interested on the one hand in
explaining the ways in which the virtues are accessible to or found
in non-Christians, and on the other hand in what ways the grace
of the Christian life perfects the virtues. Also like today, they
commonly approached this problem by categorizing the virtues.
To anticipate the conclusions of this section, the thinkers
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examined below categorized virtues based on three things: the
object of virtues, the end of virtues, and/or the cause of virtues. In
these authors there is growing sophistication in naming the bases
of different categorizations of virtue, and in describing the
relationships between these different categorizations. Nonetheless,
in each of these thinkers’ categorizations there remains at least
one problem or lacuna which will be addressed in Thomas’s
synthesis.

A) Hugh of St. Victor

This historical survey and inquiry begins in the first half of the
twelfth century,” with Hugh of St. Victor.® In the scattered
treatments of virtue in his masterpiece De sacramentis christianae
fidei (c. 1134), Hugh nowhere lists or distinguishes the cardinal
virtues. And though he examines both faith and charity, he
nowhere lists what are commonly called the theological virtues.’
Yet Hugh’s work on virtue is enormously helpful in clearly
addressing one categorization of virtue, based upon what later

7 The groundbreaking study for the questions of this essay remains Odon Lottin’s
Psychologie et morale aux Xlle et XIII e siécles, 6 vols. (Louvain: Abbaye du Mont César,
1948-60), esp. vol. 3.2:99-194. Lottin begins his survey with brief mention of Hugh of St.
Victor before turning in more detail to Peter Lombard and then especially Abelard and his
school of thought (see ibid., 3.2:100). See also Istvan Bejcvy, “The Problem of Natural
Virtue,” in Istvan Bejevy and Richard Newhauser, eds., Virtue and Ethics in the Twelfth
Century (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 133-54. Bejcvy searches writings of the first half of the twelfth
century for references to “natural virtue” and concludes “by 1150 some ground-breaking work
for the acceptance of natural virtues had been done. Although scholars agreed that virtue in
its truest sense required grace, the Christian monopoly on virtue had been broken. . . . Amuch
fuller recognition of natural virtue was achieved during the second half of the twelfth century”
(ibid., 144). As noted below, Bejcvy himself makes some problematic omissions about
categorizations of virtue that blemish his otherwise enormously helpful research.

# For a basic introduction to Hugh of St. Victor and the role of this work in his corpus, see
Roy J. Deferrari’s “Introduction” to his translation Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of
the Christian Faith (Cambridge, Mass.: Medieval Academy of America, 1951), ix-x.

® Hugh’s only list of virtues in this work is found during his treatment of Gregory the
Great’s famous list of seven capital vices. He identifies the following antidotes to those seven
vices: humility, clemency, remorse of mind, desire of justice, mercy, cleanness of heart, and
internal peace of mind (Deferrari, trans., Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of the
Christian Faith, 376). As was common in the Middle Ages, this list of virtues is a direct
reflection of the seven beatitudes from Matt 5:3-9.



194 WILLIAM C. MATTISON III

thinkers will call the cause of virtue. Hugh distinguishes virtues
possessed “according to nature and according to grace,”' or again
what he calls natural virtues and virtues “formed by restoring
grace superadded to nature.”"' Such a distinction will become
standard in the tradition. Hugh’s treatment is noted here both
because he is an early Scholastic who makes the distinction, and
because he makes the distinction in a manner that explains the
different ways grace is present in both categories of virtue.

The context of this treatment is important. Hugh is examining
the “virtue of man before sin,” and in doing so finds it necessary
to cite the distinction between creating and saving grace.

By creating grace are made those things that were not, by saving grace are
restored those which had perished. Creating grace first implants certain goods
in founded nature, saving grace both restores the good which nature when first
corrupted lost and inspires those goods which nature being imperfect has not yet
received. . . . In the first goods God operates in man, in the second goods God
cooperates with man.'?

This distinction immediately leads Hugh to the topic of merit, as
he claims that “when the will of man moves according to nature
only, it does not merit outside of nature, but when it moves
according to God, it merits above nature, since it deserves Him
through whom and for the sake of whom it moves.”" In the latter
case man merits, since “for the sake of God one wills what he
wills, and for the sake of God he does what he does.”"

Hugh immediately connects these two types of grace to two
categories of virtue. He claims that “the goods of nature and the

1 Ibid., 105. See Hugh of St. Victor, De sacramentis 1.6 (PL 176:273).

" Deferrari, trans., Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of the Christian Faith, 106
(Hugh, De sacramentis 1.6 [PL 176:274]).

2 Deferrari, trans., Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of the Christian Faith, 105
(emphasis added) (Hugh, De sacramentis 1.6 [PL 176:273]). We see here in the use of term
“imperfect” with regard to natural human capacities a foreshadow of one of Thomas’s uses
of that term to describe virtues that direct humanity to genuine goods which are nonetheless
not humanity’s supernatural, or perfect, end. See, e.g., STh I-1], q. 65, a. 2.

3 Deferrari, trans., Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of the Christian Faith, 105
(Hugh, De sacramentis 1.6 [PL 176:273]).

' Deferrari, trans., Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of the Christian Faith, 106
(Hugh, De sacramentis 1.6 [PL 176:274]).
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affections ordered according to nature are natural virtues.”"

These are indeed good and praiseworthy, though they do not
merit anything beyond the “goods which were founded for the
sake of nature.”'® He distinguishes these natural virtues from the
following:

But the virtues which are formed by restoring grace superadded to nature, since
in merit they receive something above nature, are worthy in being requited in
reward also above nature, so that for those to whom love of God is the cause in
work, the presence of God is reward in requital.”

Hence from Hugh’s work we can discern one categorization based
upon the cause of the virtue, which is either natural goods or
“grace superadded to nature.”

Two observations are pertinent to this study. First, it is already
evident in Hugh’s work that the cause of virtue is closely aligned
with the ultimate end of virtue, since Hugh claims that when one
“moves according to God,” it is done “for the sake of God” and
“merits above nature.” This alignment between categorizations
based upon cause and upon ultimate end will be corroborated in
later thinkers. Second, Hugh explains lucidly that even when
natural virtues are distinguished from virtues “according to
grace,” neither category is wholly outside the realm of grace, since
both rely on creating grace. Hugh’s assumption, which may be
attributed to all Scholastics treated here, is that it is nonsensical to
speak of any virtue with no connection to creating grace. Yet only
“virtues which are formed by restoring grace superadded to
nature” require saving grace, are done for the sake of God, and
are meritorious. Though his methods of categorizing virtues are
rudimentary, Hugh’s description of the ways grace is and is not
present in “natural” virtues applies even in later Scholastic
thinkers who will use terms like “acquired” and “infused.”

" Deferrari, trans., Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of the Christian Faith, 106
(Hugh, De sacramentis 1.6 [PL 176:274]).

16 Deferrari, trans., Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of the Christian Faith, 106
(Hugh, De sacramentis 1.6 [PL 176:274}).

' Deferrari, trans., Hugh of Saint Victor on the Sacraments of the Christian Faith, 106
(Hugh, De sacramentis 1.6 [PL 176:274]).



196 WILLIAM C. MATTISON 1II

B) Peter Lombard

Despite the fact that commentaries on Peter Lombard’s IV Libri
Sententiae—and in particular distinction 33 of book 3—contain
some of the most important work on the categorization of virtue
provided by Lombard’s successors, Lombard himself offers no
explicit explanation for any categorization of virtues. He does
group the virtues. He clearly examines faith, hope, and charity on
the one hand and prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance on
the other hand. In his discussion of virtue he spends ten dis-
tinctions successively examining faith, hope, and charity
(primarily pertaining to their presence in Christ).'® Yet nowhere
does he define a category (such as “theological virtue”) that would
include these three virtues. He then spends a single distinction on
the four “principal, or cardinal” virtues: prudence, justice, forti-
tude, and temperance.” Once again, no explanation is offered as
to what these four virtues have in common. Lombard notes only
that we find this list in the Book of Wisdom (8:7), and that
according to Jerome, those virtues are called cardinal “by which
one lives well in this mortal state and afterwards is led to eternal
life.”°

However, though Lombard devotes no explicit attention to
explaining the bases for categorizations of virtues, his treatment
of the cardinal virtues does offer an implicit rationale for what the
four cardinal virtues have in common. The majority of this brief,
two-page distinction is spent on the question of whether or not
the cardinal virtues remain in eternity. Lombard relies almost
exclusively on Augustine’s De Trinitate to argue that these four
virtues do remain in eternal life, but with important differences.
This is interesting for two reasons. First, it demonstrates that, for
Lombard, the cardinal virtues certainly pertain to humanity’s
destiny in eternity, a claim which Thomas also affirms, but upon

' Peter Lombard, III Sent., dd. 23-32.

¥ Peter Lombard, III Sent., d. 33, c. 1.

2 Ibid.: “... quibus in hac mortalitate bene vivitur, et post ad aeternam vitam pervenitur.”
This is a reference to Augustine, De Trinitate 14.9.12.
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which there is some vacillation in the tradition in the time
between Lombard and Thomas. Second, because the cardinal
virtues are initially described as virtues “by which one lives well
in this mortal state” and because their presence in the next life
requires further discussion, it seems that their activities are pri-
marily associated with temporal life. This is a foreshadowing of
how certain thirteenth-century thinkers, including Thomas, will
distinguish the cardinal virtues as a category.

Yet this is still far from a precise categorization, and likely
what leads Odon Lottin to observe that neither Peter Lombard
nor his student Peter of Poitiers is much concerned with cate-
gorizations of the virtues.”’ At one point Lottin even recalls how
Peter of Poitiers claims that people variously distinguish virtues as
the four cardinal virtues, the three theological virtues, or the
seven gifts of the Spirit.”* Lottin claims that the implication is that
these are three ways of speaking about the same grace that we call
virtue, rather than distinct categorizations of the entity called
virtue, or different sorts of habits.”’ In sum, we can say that
Lombard examines faith, hope, and charity, as well as the cardinal
virtues, and that his treatment of the latter suggests they are
concerned with temporal affairs; yet there is no formal

2! Lottin reports Lombard’s famous claim that grace is virtue (Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 3.2:101 n. 1). The implication seems to be that for Lombard there is no virtue
without grace, which would leave no place for “natural virtue,” or “pagan virtue.” However,
for this claim in Peter Lombard, Lottin references Lombard, II Sent., d. 27, cc. 5 and 6 and
11. Lottin neglects to note that in each of these three citations, virtue is equated with
operative, or prevenient, grace. This suggests that Lombard’s treatment of grace and virtue
may not be as divergent from that of Hugh of St. Victor as implied by simply noting that for
Lombard, virtue and grace are identified. Those references from Lombard given by Lottin
state: “gratiam praevenientiem vel operantem esse virtutem” (c. 5); “Et illa gratia [referring
to secundum quod dicitur operans] virtus non incongrue nominatur” (c. 6); “Illa autem gratia
praeveniens, quae et virtus est” (c. 11). A closer examination of grace and virtue in Lombard
is beyond the scope of this essay.

2 Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.2:102.

» Though Lottin is correct that Lombard’s categorizations of virtue are very
underdeveloped, one should not underestimate the importance of his transmission of
Augustine’s discussion of the presence or absence of the cardinal virtues “in patria,” as
standard treatments of this question both associate the cardinal virtues with worldly matters
and yet affirm their connection to humanity’s supernatural destiny of union with God.
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categorization of either group akin to that found in later medieval
authors.*

C) Peter Abelard and the Porretans

Peter Abelard’s work on virtue contains little that is useful for
the present study. In his Dialogue between a Philosopher, a Jew,
and a Christian, he discusses what we term the cardinal virtues
(without using that exact term) and even the relationship of
charity to other virtues.”” He clearly has in mind the grouping
faith, hope, and charity, though he never offers a label such as
“theological” for this type of virtue.”® He cites Socrates’
distinctions between prudence, justice, temperance, and fortitude,
but neither labels these virtues “cardinal” or “principal” as
Lombard did, nor ever explains or even intimates why these
virtues are grouped together.”

The unknown authors of Sententie Parisienses and Ysagoge in
Theologiam, two roughly contemporaneous texts in the Abe-
lardian school of thought, largely mimic Abelard’s work with
regard to categorizations of virtue.*®

2 See also Marcia Colish, Peter Lombard (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 2:505-7 for Lombard’s
treatment of the cardinal virtues. Colish claims “Peter offers no suggestions as to how, or
whether, the cardinal virtues are related to the theological virtues. . . . This is clearly an area
for further reflection” (507).

5 See Dialogus inter Philosophum, Judaeum, et Christianum (PL 178:1611-84, esp 1651-
58).

% See ibid. (PL 178:1648-52).

" See ibid. (PL 178:1651-58). Abelard does offer some interesting arguments as to why
prudence is not properly a virtue, even though it is requisite for the exercise of virtue (ibid.
[PL 178:1652]). See the subsequent {of uncertain authorship) Ysagoge in Theologiam (in
Arthur Landgraf, ed., Ecrits théologiques de 'école d’Abélard [Louvain: Spicilegium Scarum
Louvaniese, 1934], 61-289, esp. 74), for development of this tradition. Abelard does at one
point mention, but does not explicate in any detail, “political virtue” from the Neoplatonic
tradition’s fourfold division of wirtutes politicas, purgatorias, purgati animi, et exemplares
(Dialogus [PL 178:1649]). The category “political” is important for this study, and is treated
below starting with Abelard’s disciples.

2 The Sententie Parisienses is also found in Landgraf, ed., Ecrits théologiques de I'école
d’Abélard, 1-60. Two observations about these works’ discussions of virtues warrant mention
here. First, though both extensively examine faith, hope, and charity (the Sententie Parisienses
treating hope within the context of faith), neither examines those three primarily through the
lens of virtue, or even describes them as members of one category of virtues. Second, while
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However, two disciples of Abelard, described by Lottin as
representing the Porretan school of thought, warrant extended
mention: Alan of Lille and Simon of Tournai.”” The cardinal
virtues feature prominently for both of them. Indeed, Alan claims
that these four virtues are the principles, or sources, of all virtue.*
This claim is substantiated by the fact that even the virtues of
faith, hope, and charity are treated as parts of the virtue of
religion, which is itself a part of justice.’’ Though never defined
as a category (likely since they seem to cover all virtues,
suggesting there is no other category against which to distinguish
them), the cardinal virtues are enormously important in this
school of thought.

Despite their lack of a complementary category for “cardinal”
virtue, Alan and Simon do offer a categorization that is very
important for this study. Both rely heavily on the distinction
“political” vs. “catholic” virtue. The descriptor “political” was
commonly attributed by medieval thinkers to Macrobius, and is
the first part of a fourfold division of virtue.’® Though the term
“political” virtue is well-entrenched in the tradition (even if the

faith, hope, and charity are not treated as a category of virtue, they are clearly related to the
virtues. In the Sententie Parisienses, prudence, justice, temperance, and fortitude are treated
within the section on charity. Seemingly following Augustine, the author claims that indeed
“all virtue is charity.” (See Semtentie Parisienses [Landgraf, ed., 51]. This claim is never
expanded upon.) In the Ysagoge in Theologiam, these four virtues are treated first, leading into
a section on faith, hope, and charity. Though the explanatory usefulness of the concept of
virtue is all but left behind in the latter section, the author’s transition between these two
sections is the direct claim that he will now proceed on to the “three greatest virtues: faith,
hope, and charity.” (See Landgraf, ed., 78.)

¥ Alan of Lille’s entire De virtutibus et de vitiis et de donis spiritus sancti is printed in a
later volume of Lottin’s magisterial study. See Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 6:45-92. The
page and line numbers cited here to reference this text are from Lottin’s volume. Texts from
Simon used here are scattered manuscripts found in Lottin. See Lottin, Psychologte et morale,
3.2:105-18.

%9 Alan of Lille, De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 1 (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 6:50).

*! Alan of Lille, De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 2 (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 6:53-54).

*2 For the origin of this Neoplatonic fourfold division of virtue, see Joshua Hochschild,
“Porphyry, Bonaventure, and Thomas Aquinas: A Neo-Platonic Hierarchy of Virtues, and
Two Christian Appropriations,” in John Inglis, ed., Medieval Philosophy and the Classical
Tradition (Richmond, Surrey: Vurzon Press, 2002), 245-59. Hochschild observes that
Macrobius attributes the categorization to Plotinus, but it seems instead to come from
Porphyry (ibid., 245).
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same may not be said for the Porretan school’s meaning for the
term), according to Lottin the term “catholic” virtue is a creation
of the Porretan school.”

Both Alan and Simon are explicitly concerned with the
question of the status of virtue in Jews, infidels, and Gentiles.**
They affirm the presence of virtue in these people, and yet claim
that infidels, Jews, and Gentiles have different virtues. Describing
this difference is the function of the “political” vs. “catholic”
distinction. The following text from Simon is indicative of
Porretan thought:

What are the species of virtue? The species of virtue are twofold, and
distinguished by duty and end. If a quality fixes the mind toward attainment of
a political duty for a political end, it is called a political virtue. In such a way
citizens, even including infidels such as Jews or gentiles, are said to have virtues,
if they have their minds firmly set on the pursuit of necessary civic duties
according to the decrees of their land, for establishing or preserving the common
good. Political virtue is thus named for the polis, which is the multitude or
citizenry, because it is approved by the judgment of the multitude or citizenry,
although it is insufficient for salvation. However, a virtue is catholic which fixes
the mind in firm resolution toward the pursuit of a catholic duty to a catholic
end. In this way the faithful have virtues, according to the decrees of the
Catholic religion, ultimately for the sake of God as he [alone] is enjoyed.*

¥ See Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.2:106 n. 1.

* Alan and Simon repeatedly speak of virtue outside the Catholic faith. Comments like
these prompt Bejcvy to claim that the second half of the twelfth century sees a “much fuller
recognition of pagan virtue” (“The Problem of Natural Virtue,” 144). As is evident in Lottin,
a primary concern of Simon and Alan, following Abelard, is distinguishing natural capacities
and particular acts from more established qualities of a person, such as virtues. Given this
concern, it is not surprising they are willing to affirm the presence of virtues in people without
charity. Nonetheless the claim is noteworthy for this study, especially given its juxtaposition
with Lottin’s claim about the basic equation of virtue and grace in Lombard and his followers.
This important difference prompts Lottin to distinguish what he calls a theological and a
philosophical school of thought on defining virtue in the era (see Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 3.2:100-106, 142-50), though his claim that the theological school “wins out” may
rest on inadequate assumptions about the possibility of simultaneously affirming the presence
of virtue in those without charity, and its perfection in those with charity.

% The text from a manuscript of Simon of Tournai is found in Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 3.2:107: “Que sint species uirtutis. Due sunt species uirtutis, que his officiis et finibus
distinguuntur. Si enim qualitas mentem constituat ad exsequendum officium politico fine
politico, dicitur uirtus politica; quo modo ciues,licet infideles ut iudei uel gentiles, dicuntur
habere uirtutes, si mentes habeant firmo proposito constitutas ad exsequendum debita officia
secundum instituae patrie propter rem publicam conseruandam uel confederandam.
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Therefore, the primary distinguishing factor between political
and catholic virtue, according to Alan and Simon, is the ultimate
end of the activity of the virtue, which always entails a cor-
responding duty.’® This raises the question of how a difference of
ultimate end changes the acts of political and catholic virtues.
According to Lottin, Alan and Simon seem to think that the only
difference between the acts of these two categories of virtue is the
merit associated with catholic virtues. He asks, “Why couldn’t one
who commits an act with an eye toward a natural end commit the
same act toward a supernatural end?””” Lottin summarizes Alan’s
answer to the question by saying, “God gives a great gift to
humanity when, by his grace and the charity he inspires, he
renders meritorious for eternal life acts which beforehand would
only be natural.”® A common question at the time, whether or

Diciturautem uirtus politica a polis, que est pluralitas uel ciuitas, quia iudicio pluralitatis uel
ciuitatis approbatur, licet sit insufficiens ad salutem. Virtus autem catholica que constanti
proposito mentem constituit ad exsequendum officium catholicum fine catholico: quo modo
dicuntur fideles habere uirtutes, si mentes habeant constitutas ad exsequenda officia secundum
catholice religionis instituta, finaliter propter Deum ut eo fruantur.” For a comparable
quotation from Alan of Lille see his De virtutibus et de vitiss, c. 1, a. 1 (Lottin, Psychologie et
morale, 6:49-50). Alan accentuates the difference in scope in the meaning of the words
“political” (as civic) and “catholic” (as universal).

*¢ Though Alan and Simon claim that virtues may be distinguished by duty and end, in
reality these two descriptors always function in parallel fashion, such that they yield two, not
four, categories of virtue. In other words, never does either Scholastic describe an occasion
where the end of virtue is catholic, and duty is political (or, for that matter, where the end of
virtue is political and duty is catholic). For instance, even the virtuous Jew who clearly carries
out duties not in accord with the Catholic faith but nonetheless for the sake of God is
described as having political virtue. For a helpful explanation of the meanings of end and
duty, see Alan of Lille, De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 1 (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 6:48-
49). See also a helpful text from a manuscript Lottin attributes to Alan, at Lottin, Psychologie
et morale, 3.2:120. For an attempt by Alan to explain the virtue of the Jews in a system that
conflates end with the duties of the Catholic religion, see his De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a.
1 (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 6:50).

37 «Si la vertu est politique ou catholique, naturelle ou surnaturelle, en partie du moins
selon les fins poursuivies, pourquoi celui qui pose un acte en vue d’une fin naturelle ne
pourrait-il pas exercer ce méme acte pour un fin surnaturelle?” (Lottin, Psychologie et morale,
3.2:115, emphasis added). Though the descriptors are accurate, neither Alan nor Simon uses
“natural” and “supernatural” as technical terms synonymously with “political” and “catholic”
in describing virtues.

* For an example of this claim in Alan, see De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 3 (Lottin,
Psychologie et morale, 6:59): “Deus homini conferre, cum per ea que prius habebat facit eum
dignum uita eternal, informans ea debito fine et debito officio.” This description makes it seem
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not political virtues can become catholic, thus receives a
resounding yes.”” Lottin summarizes Simon’s answer to this
question by saying, “Thanks to the virtues of faith, hope, and
especially charity, a political virtue becomes a catholic virtue, that
is, meritorious of eternal recompense.”*’

There are several problems with Alan’s and Simon’s use of the
“political vs. catholic” distinction. First, differentiating virtues
according to only one distinction—in this case ultimate
end—conflates some virtues which are helpfully distinguished at
other points in the tradition. For instance, when Simon claims
that faith, hope, and charity can make political virtues catholic, he
fails to explain what differentiates faith, hope, and charity from
the political virtues made catholic. Once a virtue such as
temperance becomes catholic, what differentiates it from faith,
hope, and charity?*' Furthermore, what is it that political
temperance and catholic temperance share that renders them both
to be properly described as “temperance”? Surely Alan and Simon
would reply that in both cases the virtue concerns, say, eating
moderately. But by failing to offer a category that includes all of
the cardinal virtues, and yet is distinct somehow from faith, hope,
and charity, Alan and Simon end up both conflating virtues that
have important differences, and failing to account for
commonalities in virtues that are in other ways importantly

that it is the same acts one previously performed that become meritorious. In another place
Alan claims that acts of political and catholic virtue differ only in their “mode of use” (ibid.).
As seen below, Aquinas offers a more satisfactory account of how meritorious action directed
toward one’s supernatural end is transformed. For more on merit and grace, see Joseph
Wawrykow’s God’s Grace and Human Action: Merit in the Theology of Thomas Aquinas
(Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1996).

* See Alan’s De virtutibus et de vitiis, c. 1, a. 3 (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 6:57). For
Simon’s treatment of the same issue, see Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.2:118 n. 1.

4 Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.2:118. This is a noteworthy difference between Simon
and Alan, as Alan nowhere claims that it is faith, hope, and charity that elevate the political
virtues to become catholic.

*I'This is one reason why it is inadequate to speak of faith, hope, and charity—rather than
God’s grace—as elevating virtues such as temperance to be directed toward one’s supernatural
end. Alan addresses the objection that it is the grace of the Holy Spirit that engenders catholic
virtues, but does notincorporate it into his own response. See Lottin’s citation of a manuscript
from Alan (Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.2:120).
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different.* In hindsight it is clear that what is required here is an
additional categorization on the basis of object.

The second problem with Alan’s and Simon’s categorization
solely by ultimate end is that it fails adequately to describe how a
change in ultimate end of a virtue changes the acts of that virtue.
These thinkers of course claim that merit is only attached to
catholic virtue. However, armed with only one categorization and
thus unable to describe any other way to name the similarities that
exist between, for example, political chastity and catholic chastity,
they end up claiming that God makes what was already possessed
worthy of eternal life through the assignment of merit. This makes
the assignment of merit appear arbitrary, and fails adequately to
describe the difference between acts that have different ultimate
ends.

Both of these issues will be resolved in Thomas’s work, largely
through the availability of additional bases of categorization. In
sum, Alan and Simon helpfully distinguish virtues based upon
different ultimate ends, and yet their categorization reveals the
deficiencies of utilizing only one basis of categorization.

D) William of Auxerre

William of Auxerre moves in important ways beyond the
categorizations of the twelfth century. William is the first of those
surveyed here to identify the category “theological virtue” (which
includes faith, hope, and charity) and to attempt to explain the
basis of that category.*” In his opening treatment of distinctions

*2 For instance, Alan adduces chastity as an example of an action that may be political or
catholic. If one is chaste in service to the common good, the virtue is political. If one is chaste
is service to God, it is catholic. Hence in this categorization, charity and faith on the one hand,
and holy chastity and Lenten abstinence on the other, are all catholic virtues. Alan and Simon
oppose these to virtues such as political chastity and political temperance. In sum, by offering
only one basis for categorizing, according to ultimate end, the Porretans are unable to
delineate differences between virtues with the same ultimate end, and similarities between
virtues with different ultimate ends.

* See William of Auxerre, Summa aurea 111, tracts 11-29 (ed. Jean Ribailler [Paris:
Editions du Centre national de la recherche scientifique, 1980-87], 170-584). In my research
for this essay William of Auxerre is the first person I encountered in the Christian tradition
to name and explain the basis of the category “theological virtue.”
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between virtues, William distinguishes theological from political
virtues: “this is the difference between political virtues and
theological virtues, that political virtues are engendered by
frequent good acts, while theological virtues are generated by God
alone.”* Here he seems to focus on the cause of virtue, but in his
discussion of the theological virtues he also attends to what
Thomas eventually understands to be the basis of this
categorization, namely, their object. In William’s words, “Faith,
hope, and charity are called theological virtues because through
them we are moved into God [inz Deum] immediately.”*

This lack of clarity of a basis for the category of theological
virtue is revealed when William attempts to names those virtues
from which the theological virtues are distinguished. As noted, he
opposes theological virtue to political virtue on the basis of the
cause of virtue (what Thomas will call acquired vs. infused virtue),
with political virtues being caused by frequent good acts. At times
he also claims that political virtues do not concern salvation, and
that they do not exceed the capacity of human nature.** This
latter claim would appear to be an ultimate end distinction, akin
to Alan’s and Simon’s “political vs. catholic” distinction. It seems
that William can reliably graft the ultimate end and cause
distinctions onto one another, such that, in his categorization of
theological and political virtue, theological virtues are always

* William of Auxerre, Summa aurea 111, tract. 11, cap. 1 (Ribailler, ed., 172 and 174).

* William of Auxerre, Summa aurea 111, tract. 11, c. 3,q. 5 (Ribailler, ed., 193). See also
ibid. I, tract. 11, cap. 2 (Ribailler, ed., 181) for God as the immediate end of the theological
virtues. Also in this chapter, In a clear reference to Augustine’s De doctrina christiana, William
claims that by theological virtues we desire to enjoy God (Ribailler, ed., 179). (See also
Summa aurea 111, tract. 36, cap. 1 [Ribailler, ed., 684-85] for the link in the theological virtues
between “enjoying” God and having God as one’s immediate end.) The use of Augustine’s
classic distinction is treated below under Philip. Note also that William actually uses the term
“end,” not “object” as Thomas does. But William qualifies this by saying that he means not
ultimate end—since all virtues have one ultimate end, namely, God—but rather principal end.

* William of Auxerre, Summa aurea 11, tract. 11, c. 2 (Ribailler, ed., 772): “quod politica
virtus dicitur, que non excedit metas nature” and “guoniam secundum hoc virtutes politice non
excedunt fines nature,” There William also claims, “quoniam opera virtutum politicorum non
valent ad salutem, nisi adsit caritas” (ibid. [Ribailler, ed., 773). It is noteworthy that William
adds “nisi adsit caritas”; it is not clear from that text in what way the political virtues could
still be called political with the presence of charity.
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infused and concern salvation, while political virtues are always
acquired by frequent acts and do not concern salvation. But the
problem lies in trying to explain where the cardinal virtues fit into
this picture.

At times, William clearly equates the political virtues and
cardinal virtues; indeed, his whole question on political virtue
assumes a reference to the four cardinal virtues.*’ Yet already in
this very question the problems with conflating “political” and
“cardinal” are evident when William (citing Wis 8:7) claims that
nothing is more useful in life than these four cardinal virtues
when they are informed by charity and merit eternal life.*® Given
the above claims about political virtue, the equation of cardinal
virtue and political virtue would mean that the cardinal virtues are
also always acquired by frequent acts and do not concern
salvation. Yet how can this be when the cardinal virtues are also
said to be informed by charity and merit eternal life? William
seems to recognize this tension in a later question on the
connection between the virtues when he opposes theological
virtues to political virtues, and says that political virtues are of
two sorts: the sort described by Aristotle (which can be possessed
in mortal sin and are not necessarily connected with each other)
on the one hand and the four cardinal virtues from Wisdom 8:7
(which are dispelled by mortal sin and connected with each other
as well as faith, hope, and love) on the other hand.*” Here the
cardinal virtues in one sense are a subset of the political virtues,
and in another sense both refer to humanity’s supernatural end
and are infused.’”

The possibility of resolving these claims by saying that there
are political virtues that—unlike the cardinal virtues—are not

¥ See William of Auxerre, Swmma aurea 111, tract. 19, on the political virtues. Here he
repeatedly refers to “these four” virtues (e.g., “Iste enim quatuor virtutes”) and cites Wisdom
8:7 to say that nothing is more useful in life than these four (Ribailler, ed., 385).

* See William of Auxerre, Summa aurea 111, tract. 19 (Ribailler, ed., 385): “Vel potest dici
quod hiis virtutibus nichil est utilius in vita, secundum quod sunt informat<e> caritate.”

* See William of Auxerre, Summa aurea 111, tract. 11, c. 2 (Ribailler, ed., 770).

% Interestingly enough for contemporary debates on “perfect vs. imperfect” virtue,
William uses this terminology in this question, which is a helpful context within which to read
Thomas’s STh [-11, q. 65, aa. 1-2.
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infused and do not concern salvation runs aground, for William
elsewhere equates the cardinal virtues and the political virtues.”’
Indeed, he grants that the cardinal virtues are, at times, not
directed toward humanity’s eternal destiny. For instance, he
distinguishes political justice, which is acquired and available to
humanity through the use of reason, from theological justice,
which is infused by God alone and through which one earns
eternal life.’”

The solution to William’s confusion appears obvious to readers
well acquainted with Thomas’s categorizations of virtue: positing
a category of virtue (such as cardinal virtue) that is opposed to
theological virtue in terms of object (i.e., having an object that is
not God immediately). Despite William’s description of theo-
logical virtue as moving us to God immediately, he never
articulates a corresponding category of virtue that directs us in
activities that do not concern God immediately. As was the case
with Alan and Simon, employing only one categorization of virtue
impedes William from being able to distinguish all that requires
distinguishing. Despite William’s superb work on defining
theological virtue, a description of the different ways other virtues
are opposed to these, particularly with regard to object,” awaits
further development in the tradition.

E) Philip the Chancellor and Other Mid-Thirteenth-Century Work
on Virtue

In his survey of Thomas’s predecessors, Lottin ends one
chapter with William of Auxerre, and starts the next with Philip

T William of Auxerre, Summa aurea 111, tract 19.

2 Here William rightly relies on “theological” to refer to end, but defies his earlier claim
that “theological” means related to God immediately, which is clearly not the case with justice.
See Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.2:145-46.

* William is not unaware of distinctions according to object, as is evident in his claim
about theological virtues concerning God immediately. He also associates different virtues
with different powers of the soul (though not in nearly the detail found in Philip [see below])
(Summa aurea 111, tract. 11, c. 3 [Ribailler, ed., 183-96]). But he never articulates an umbrella
category of virtue such as “moral” or “cardinal” that may be opposed to “theological” on the
basis of object.
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the Chancellor. Just a decade separates William’s Summa aurea
(1220-25) from Philip’s De bono (1232), but the division between
their categorizations of virtue is as significant as Lottin’s
organization of the history suggests.’* To be sure, there are both
important commonalities between William and Philip and
developments between Philip and Thomas.’® Nonetheless, it is in
Philip that we finally see the articulation of the category that is
missing in William and yet that is crucial to explaining the best
instincts of William’s own thought. Philip explains perfectly the
distinction between theological and cardinal virtues.

Like William of Auxerre in echoing Augustine’s distinction
between frui and uti, Philip claims that the theological virtues take
us all the way “into” our ultimate end, who is God, while the
cardinal virtues concern those things directed “toward” our
ultimate end.’® Without using the term “object,” as Thomas does,
Philip distinguishes theological virtues from cardinal virtues, not
according to their ultimate end, but according to the types of

* It also explains why R. E. Houser puts Philip first (with Albert and Thomas) in his book
on cardinal virtues (The Cardinal Virtues: Aquinas, Albert, and Philip the Chancellor [Toronto:
Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 20041). For more on the influence of Phillip (and esp.
his support of, and appreciation by, the Dominicans), see ibid., 3-4 and 56. See also Houser’s
introduction to Philip’s thought in “Philip the Chancellor,” in Jorge J. E. Gracia and Timothy
B. Noone, eds., Companion to Philosophy in the Middle Ages (Malden, Mass.: Blackwell,
Publishing, 2003), 534-35. Philip’s advances in categorizing virtues are not to be explained
by the introduction of Aristotle’s thought, for historical reasons and conceptual ones. For
historical analysis, see Brother Azarias, “Aristotle and the Christian Church: An Essay” (New
York: Sadlier, 1888 [posted on Notre Dame’s Maritain Center’'s webpage
(hteps//www2.nd.edu/Departments//Maritain/etext/aatcc.htm)]), which argues for the
incorporation of Aristotle’s thought by William. As for the conceptual consideration, a main
purpose of this study is examining how thinkers have understood the cardinal virtues in
relation to a life of grace, a topic obviously not addressed by Aristotle.

** For example, Philip places justice with prudence in human reason without explaining
(as Thomas does) that justice is in the rational appetite or will. Philip also orders the cardinal
virtues as follows: prudence, temperance, fortitude, justice. See Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 64-
73 on these matters.

*¢ Philip the Chancellor, Summa De bonolll, 2, C, 1 (ed. Nicolai Wicki [Berne: Editiones
A. Francke SA, 1985], 756): “iste [the cardinal virtues] sint circa ea que sunt ad finem et non
in finem, scilicet Deum.” See also Houser, The Cardinal Virtues, 49.
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activities each category concerns.”” The cardinal virtues concern
temporal things, the theological virtues eternal things.*®

Philip is quite aware that the cardinal virtues also “concern”
eternal things, and may be ultimately directed toward one’s
supernatural destiny of union with God. As R. E. Houser puts it,
they concern temporal things but “with God in sight.”® In one
passage Philip grants an objector’s observation that the cardinal
virtues may be infused by God.*® Yet that relation does not define
the category. Thus we see more clearly in Philip than in anyone
else yet the simultaneous recognition of the bases of
categorization which will be called by Thomas the ultimate end
and the object of activity.®! What marks a development in Philip’s
work over William’s is that Philip offers a clearer explanation of
how cardinal and theological virtues differ in object, all the while
noting how the two types of virtue can share the same ultimate
end in God.

Yet even in Philip, we see lingering confusion over the
relationship between the categorizations based upon object and
those based upon ultimate end. As in previous authors such as
William, the confusion comes while explaining the relationship
between the categories “political” virtue and “cardinal” virtue,
and in the author’s treatment of the connection between the

*” Houser notes that Philip does share Thomas’s understanding of object, even if he does
not use the term on certain occasions where Thomas does (Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 44).
Philip also correlates this understanding of object with the superior and inferior parts of
reason. See Summa De bono 11, 2, C, q. 1 (Wicki, ed., 746).

% Philip the Chancellor, Summa De bono 111, 2, C, q. 1 (Wicki, ed., 746): “quia secundum
tres virtutes theologicas ordinatur anuima ad eternal contemplanda, secundum quatour virtutes
cardinals et humanas dirigitur ad temporalia et corporalia dispensanda.” Note here that Philip
seems to use the descriptor “human” in reference to the object of virtue. The problems with
variable usage of “human” in reference to a category of virtue are treated below.

¥ Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 49.

¢ Philip the Chancellor, Summa De bono 111, 2, C, 1 (Wicki, ed., 756): “cum [virtutes
cardinales] sint infuse ad differtiam [ politicarum. .. .”

! Thomas at times says “object” (STh I-I1, q. 62, aa. 1 and 2) and at other times “material
object” (STh I-11, q. 63, a. 4), the latter to distinguish it from formal object, as is discussed
below. Also, what Thomas calls “object” Philip at times labels “end,” meaning not ultimate
end but rather proximate end. See Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 44.
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virtues.®* In asking whether or not the virtues are connected,
Philip says the question is twofold, concerning virtues from grace
on the one hand and moral virtues on the other.®’ By virtues from
grace it becomes clear he means the theological virtues. As to
what he calls “moral virtues,” he claims he will first discuss the
political virtues, and then the cardinal virtues.** William had
equated the cardinal virtues and the political virtues, and so his
placing the cardinal virtues as a subset of political virtues in this
discussion was problematic. Philip examines first moral virtue,
and then theological virtue. He divides moral virtue into political
and cardinal virtue. Though this is a clear advancement over
William’s work, one serious problem remains. When explaining
his treatment of the moral virtues, then the theological virtues,
Philip says he will treat first the moral virtues, and then virtues
from grace, clearly implying that the moral virtues are not infused
by God’s grace, which is incommensurate with the claims noted
above about the cardinal virtues concerning God and being
infused. This confusion leads Houser to remark that Philip
“backed away” from his prior position that the cardinal virtues
could be infused.®” This otherwise inexplicable (and ultimately
inadequate) claim by Philip is more understandable given the
precedence in William’s treatment, upon which Philip actually

#2 See Philip the Chancellor, Summa De bono 111, 2, C, cont., q. 1 (Wicki, ed., 1069-84).
This discussion parallels other authors’ treatments of Lombard’s 11l Sent., d. 36. It also
parallels William’s Summa aurea III, tract. 40. Interestingly enough, it is precisely in the
context of examining Thomas mature treatment of this question at STh I-11, g. 65, aa. 1-2 that
certain contemporary commentators have evinced confusion as to the relationship between
categorizations of virtue (see below).

% See Philip the Chancellor, Summa De bono 111, 2, C, cont., q. 1 (Wicki, ed., 1069):
“Questio est utrum habet unam virtutem habeat omnes, et hec question bipartite est, tum
quantum ad gratuitas tum quantum ad morales. Et queratur primo de moralibus, quia de illis
minus videtur.” Philip’s following treatment of the moral virtues focuses on the cardinal
virtues.

#* See Philip the Chancellor, Summa De bono 111, 2, C, cont., q. 1 (Wicki, ed., 1071).

* Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 50. Characteristic of his study, which offers a superb analysis
of how different scholastics treat the “parts” of the cardinal virtues, Houser notes how the
cardinal virtues are “complicated” to address since they may refer to general or specific
virtues. That claim is not denied here. What is further claimed here is that confusion is
engendered in thinkers who preceded Thomas by their failure to explain how different
categorizations of virtue are related to one another.
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made improvements. Despite recognizing the importance of
categorizations of virtue by object, Philip still falters by at times
distinguishing theological virtue and cardinal virtue on the basis
of object (a categorization adopted by Thomas), and at other
times assuming that because theological virtues are infused by
grace (cause) and concern humanity’s supernatural end (end), the
cardinal virtues must therefore differ from theological virtues on
these bases as well, when in fact they need not.

F) A Word on Albert the Great and Bonaventure

Before turning to Thomas, it should be noted that, for the
purposes of the questions driving this essay, Albert the Great
offers no significant development over Philip. Philip’s distinction
between the theological and the cardinal virtues is found in
Albert’s work, but it plays no significant role.®® In fact, he offers
little treatment of the theological virtues, prompting Houser to
claim, “Content with Philip’s work on the theological virtues,
Albert could then confine his De bono to the four cardinal
virtues.”® Albert does have a clear understanding of the
distinction and relationship between the end and efficient cause
of different categories of virtue, as when he claims that political
virtues and virtues from grace differ according to the intention of
the agent, since the former are done for the civic good while the
latter are done for the sake of God.*® Here he correctly notes that
the cause and the ultimate end of virtue may be conflated. He also

¢ See Albert, I1I Sent., d. 33, a. 1, where he affirms the objector’s distinction between our
end (finis) and what leads to our end {(ad finem), and claims that the theological virtues
concern the former and the cardinal virtues the latter. Albert’s ad finem echoes Philip’s
distinction, though Albert does not oppose it to the exact phrase in finem as Philip does. See
Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 128 and 131.

%7 Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 57. Houser claims that Albert’s main contribution in Summa
De bono is his expansion of Philip’s work on the parts of the cardinal virtues.

 See Albert the Great, De bono, tract. 5, q. 4, a. 2 (Geyer et al, eds., Opera Omnia 28
[Cologne: Aschendorff, 1951], 301): “Non enim differunt virtutes politicae a gratuitis
secundum actus, sed secundum intentionem agentiis, quia operatio virtutis politicae est propter
bonum civile, operatio gratuitorum est propter Deum.”
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claims that the cardinal virtues can be infused.®” Yet despite these
affirmations, the main thrust of Albert’s work equates political
virtue and cardinal virtue, and he repeatedly claims without
qualification that the cardinal virtues are obtained by repeated
action.”®

Bonaventure’s work is of minor importance for the purposes
of this study, though two points should be noted. First, he also
offers a clear distinction between theological and cardinal virtue
according to object: the theological virtues regulate our actions
toward God while the cardinal virtues regulate those activities
that concern other persons and ourselves.”' Second, his thought
on the political virtues seems inconsistent at times. In his
Commentary on the Sentences he distinguishes political virtues
from cardinal virtues by saying that the former concern life among
men, while the latter concern our entry into heaven.”” Yet at
another point in that text he makes political virtues one subset of
cardinal virtues by saying that political virtues are cardinal virtues
that are acquired and concern civic life, while other cardinal
virtues are infused, meritorious and concern our eternal home.”
Yet again in his Collationes in Hexaémeron, which one
commentator claims best represents his own thought on virtue,

% See his Commentary on the Sentences 111, d. 33, a. 2, where Albert claims that when
cardinal virtues are infused and thus well-formed, they are called cardinal in relation to other
(unlabeled) virtues. See Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 134.

7% For the equation of political and cardinal virtue, see De bono, tract. 1, q. 4, “on the good
of the political virtues,” which is about the cardinal virtues without distinction. De bono, tract.
1, q. 6, a. 2 asks, “Quare dicitur cardinals vel politicae?”, and Il Sent., dd. 33 and 36,
similarly equates those terms. This is somewhat odd since it is in his commentary on
distinction 33 that Albert mentions that the cardinal virtues can be infused. Citations such as
these prompt Houser to claim that Albert “was more consistent than Philip the Chancellor
about the fact that the cardinal virtues are acquired virtues” (Cardinal Virtues, 63) and “both
[i.e., cardinal and political virtues] are acquired” (ibid., 57). Though Houser is right that this
problematic assumption that cardinal virtue is acquired is consistently found in Albert’s work,
there are exceptions as noted above. See also Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.1:183 for a view
of Albert as more consistent with Philip than Houser implies with respect to the cardinal
virtues being infused and directed toward our ultimate end of God.

7! See Bonaventure, 111 Sent., d. 33, a. 1, q. 1. See also Lottin, Psychologie et morale,
3.1:173.

2 See Bonaventure, 111 Sent., d. 33, dub. 5. See also Lottin, Psychologie et morale, 3.1:179.

7> Bonaventure, 111 Sent., d. 33, q. 5.
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Bonaventure addresses the fourfold Neoplatonic division of virtue
and clearly understands all four divisions—including “political”
virtue—as directing one toward God.” Again we see a Scholastic
thinker struggling to explain the relationship between cardinal
and political virtue. Bonaventure’s work thus contains material of
interest regarding the categorization of virtue, but no further
advances toward the Thomistic synthesis.

G) Concluding Observations

Numerous advances in explaining the bases for categorizing
different groups of virtue are evident in the survey carried out in
this section. Two groups of virtues can be distinguished: one
caused by God’s grace, and the other caused by repetitious actions
arising from the “goods of nature,” to use Hugh’s term. The latter
do not involve saving grace, though of course they are rooted in
creating grace. Two groups of virtues can also be distinguished on
the basis of the “end” to which they direct the person: this is
either the political good or the higher end of a supernatural
destiny. Alan and Simon’s “political vs. catholic” distinction is a
fine example of this basis of categorization, even though the term
“catholic” will not be used in this way by later Scholastics. It
should also be noted that the categorizations based on cause and
end appear correlated, such that “political” (to use the Porretans’
term) virtues are obtained by repeated acts of one’s natural
endowments, while virtues “above nature” (to use Hugh’s term)
are caused by God’s grace. This is seen particularly clearly in
Hugh’s work.

7* For a discussion of Bonaventure on the cardinal virtues (and the claim that the
Hexaémeron represents his most mature thought), see Edward Synan, “Cardinal Virtue in the
Cosmos of Saint Bonaventure,” in S. Bonaventura 1274-1974, vol. 3 {Roma: Collegio S.
Bonaventura, 1973), 21-38. For another helpful look at Bonaventure on the virtues, see Jean
Chatillon, “Le primat de la vertu de charité dans la théologie de Saint Bonaventure,” in San
Bonaventura: Maestro Di Vita Francescana e di Sapienza Cristiana, vol. 3 (Roma: Pontificia
Facolta Teologica «San Bonaventura» 1976), 217-38. Also see Hochschild, “Porphyry,
Bonaventure, and Thomas Aquinas,” 248-50 for Bonaventure’s claim that all four levels are
stages of a purification and ascent toward God, including the political virtues.
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We also see growing clarity in the tradition on another basis of
categorization, which Thomas calls “object.” Two groups of
virtues may be distinguished on the basis of whether their
activities concern God directly (in finem), or things leading to
God (ad finem). This is best seen in Philip’s distinction between
the theological and cardinal virtues. The recognition of this basis
for categorization is an achievement, hinted at in William and
scen most clearly in Philip. Problems remain, however. For
instance, neither of these authors were able adequately to explain
the relationship between what Philip calls the “theological vs.
cardinal virtue” categorization on the one hand, and the other
categorizations based on end and cause on the other hand. Thus,
we see Philip alternately claiming that the cardinal virtues may be
infused and that they are only caused by repeated acts. There is
also vacillation, noted above, on whether or not these virtues
concern our eternal destiny. These problems appear most
evidently when the Scholastics try to explain the relationship
between cardinal and political virtue. Thus, though all the basic
distinctions employed by Thomas appear in his predecessors, what
remained to be achieved was a synthesis of the categorizations of
virtue that would explain how the different bases for
categorization related to one another.

II. ST. THOMAS’S CATEGORIZATIONS OF VIRTUE

Saint Thomas’s work on virtue leads Houser to claim, “At long
last, someone had finally achieved a fully integrated treatment of
the general nature of the seven fundamental moral virtues.”” The

S Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 66. Houser unfortunately uses the term “moral” here in a
nontechnical sense, presumably meaning the more general “morally important,” which
certainly faith, hope, and charity are even if they are not technically “moral” virtues for St.
Thomas. Houser’s work on the cardinal virtues in the thirteenth century is the closest English
equivalent to Lottin’s magisterial work in Psychologie et morale, 3.2. However, particularly
in his work on Thomas, Houser focuses more on Thomas’s ingenuity in explaining the general
and specific meanings of virtue, and the parts of each virtue. Houser’s work is helpful for the
topic of this study, though this study’s topic is not his direct focus. As for the primary
Thomistic texts used here, for the Summa Theologiae see Opera omnia iussa edita leonis xiii
p.m. (Rome: Typographia polyglotta, 1888-1904), vols. 4-12. Translations of the Summa are
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task of this section is to explain how Thomas employed three
distinct categorizations of virtue and how he understood the
relationships between those categorizations, in light of his
predecessors’ work. The contention of this section is that
Thomas’s categorizations of virtue on the bases of object, ultimate
end, and efficient cause glean the best insights from his
predecessors’ work, and yet achieve a synthesis absent from any
of their presentations. Explaining his understanding of these three
types of categorization, and in particular how the cardinal (as
distinguished from the theological) virtues are related to the other
two categorizations of virtue, will reveal Thomas’s contribution
to contemporary discussions of the relationship between virtue
and grace. In short, while Thomas recognizes that the
categorizations of virtues by end and cause may be aligned with
one another, he also demonstrates why it is importantly not the
case that categorizations of virtue on the basis of object can be
grafted onto the other two categorizations.

As seen above, William of Auxerre offered a developed vision
of the theological virtues, but struggled in naming and explaining
which virtues are defined in opposition to the theological virtues
and on what bases. Thus it is helpful to begin here with Thomas’s
understanding of the key characteristics of the theological virtues
in order to determine the ways in which different categories of
virtues are distinct from the theological virtues. In the opening
article of question 62 of the Prima Secundae, on the theological
virtues, Thomas lists three characteristics of these virtues that
parallel the three bases of categorization examined in this essay:
(a) “their object is God, inasmuch as they direct us aright to
God”; (b) “they are infused in us by God alone”; and, (c) they
direct humanity to its “supernatural happiness,” a “happiness

trom Summa Theologica, trans. English Dominican Fathers (New York: Benziger Bros., 1948),
unless otherwise noted. For Thomas’s On the Virtues in General, On the Cardinal Virtues, and
the Commentary on the Sentences the Latin text used here is the Parma edition, found in
Opera Omnia (New York: Musurga Publishers, 1948), vols. 7-8. Houser’s English translation
of On the Cardinal Virtues is particularly helpful since he used the Marietti text but was able
to correct it with manuscripts provided by Fr. Deronne of the Leonine Commission (see
Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 2).
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surpassing man’s nature, and which man can obtain by the power
of God alone, by a kind of participation of the Godhead.””®

A) Categorization by Object: Theological Virtues and Cardinal
Virtues

The first claim concerns the “object” of the theological virtues.
Here Philip’s contribution to Thomas’s work is evident. Like the
Chancellor, Thomas claims that “the object of the theological
virtues is God himself.””” Like Philip echoing Augustine’s
distinction between frui and uti, Thomas claims, “The theological
virtues direct us to . . . God himself immediately,” who alone is
to be enjoyed.”® Unsurprisingly, the theological virtues are then
distinguished from virtues that concern not God immediately but
things in relation to God (ad finem). Thomas says that the moral
and intellectual virtues perfect one with regard to “other things,
yet in relation to God,” that is, those things Augustine would
describe as to be used.”” All moral and intellectual virtues share a
commonality as regards their proper activities, or objects: “the
object of the moral and intellectual virtues is something
comprehensible to human reason.”® The objects of the moral and
intellectual virtues are manifold, but they are all activities that are

7 From STh 1-11, q. 62, a. 1, respectively: “tum quia habent Deum pro objecto, inquantum
per eas recte ordinamur in Deum”; “tum quia a solo Deo nobis infunduntur”; and, “Alia
autem est beatitudo naturam hominis excedens, ad quam homo sola divina virtute pervenire
potest, secundum quandam divinitatis participationem.” Note the three claims pulled out of
this respondeo for the purposes of this article are not the same as Thomas’s list of three claims
that concludes that article.

77 STh 111, q. 62, a. 2. See also On the Virtues in General, a. 12: “Whence they are called
theological, since they have God not only for their end, but also for their object.” In STh I-11,
q. 62, a. 1, cited above, Thomas employs Philip’s in finem.

8 See STh I-11, q. 63, a. 3, ad 2.

7 See ibid.: “Sed oportet quod per alias virtutes infusas perficiatur anima circa alias res,
in ordine tamen ad Deum.” Thomas’s language echoes the tradition here, both in the general
influence of Augustine’s De doctrina christiana and in the technical phrase ad Deum to refer
to the objects of cardinal virtues. See also On the Virtues in General, a. 12, ad 12. Finally, see
On the Cardinal Virtues, a. 2 where Thomas describes charity as concerned with the ultimate
end (cum sit circa finem ultimum) and commanding those (moral) virtues which concern
things for the sake of the end (bis quae sunt circa finem).

0 STh I, q. 62, 2. 2.
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accessible to unaided human reason. In this way, the category of
moral and intellectual virtue (which contains a large number of
particular virtues) is distinguished from another category of
virtues (which contains far fewer virtues), namely, the three
theological virtues.

Why has the term “cardinal” not appeared in the preceding
paragraph? Thomas sorts through the multitude of virtues that
concern activities accessible to unaided reason. There are
distinctions within this broad class of virtues, such as the
distinction between moral and intellectual virtues.®' Yet Thomas
understands this entire range of virtues to be “summed up” by the
four cardinal virtues. He most explicitly aligns “moral” virtues
with “cardinal” virtues in article 1 of question 61 of the Prima
Secundae, where he responds affirmatively to the article’s question
“whether the moral virtues should be called principal or cardinal
virtues.”® In On the Virtues in General, when explaining the
distinctions among virtues, he explains how the moral and
intellectual virtues differ from the theological virtues, and in
several replies to objections he uses the four cardinal virtues to
exemplify the former category.® Indeed, when explaining the
different ways the types of virtues are obtained (addressed below),
Thomas’s favorite example of the different sources of moral virtue
is temperance.® Finally, Thomas organizes his Secunda Secundae
according to the three theological and four cardinal virtues. In
short, for Thomas, the moral and intellectual virtues concern the
same sort of “innerworldly” activities, or objects, as the cardinal
virtues.® This fact, combined with the fact that Thomas uses the
term “moral” sometimes in opposition to theological virtue and
sometimes in opposition to intellectual virtue, prompts the

81 See STH I-11, g. 58.

%2 This is already a significant development from Philip, who as noted above called cardinal
virtues one of the two subsets of moral virtues. See Philip, Summa De bono 111, 2, C, cont.,
q. 1 (Wicki, ed., 1071).

¥ See On the Virtues in General, a. 12, ad 23-27.

8 See STh I-11, q. 63, a. 4; and On the Virtues in General, a. 10, ad 11.

85 The term “innerworldly,” from Veritatis Splendor 65, is employed here to refer to those
activities that are, as Thomas says, “accessible to {unaided] human reason.”
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labeling of Thomas’s categorization of virtues by object as
“theological vs. cardinal.”®

Thomas’s categorization “theological vs. cardinal” is the
culmination of several questions on different types of virtue. A
quick comparison of the questions on virtue with those on habit
and sin reveals an interesting structural difference. In those other
two “treatises,” Thomas moves immediately from their subjects to
their causes. But in the set of questions on virtue, this inquiry is
delayed for six questions. Part of the reason is the greater
attention required to distinguish certain categories of virtue (such
as moral and intellectual virtue, and the different virtues in each
of those categories). But a further reason is that examination of
the different causes of virtue would be more accessible after an
explanation not only of the differences of object among different
moral and intellectual virtues, but also of the difference in types
of object between the moral virtues on the one hand (typified by
the cardinal virtues), and the theological virtues on the other.
Furthermore, Thomas must also attend to a distinction between
the different “ends” of virtue, which he does in questions 61 and
62, before turning to the cause of virtue in question 63.

B) Categorization by Ultimate End: Supernatural Virtues and
Natural (i.e., Political) Virtues

As noted above, Thomas claims that the theological virtues
concern “supernatural happiness.” His explanation of humanity’s
twofold happiness is as follows:

% Though this move is based on distinctions found in Philip’s work, this is a development
of Philip’s work. The Chancellor’s vacillation on whether the cardinal virtues are infused led
him at times to associate moral and cardinal virtues (e.g., Summa De bono 111, 2, C, cont., q.
1 [Wicki, ed., 1069]) and at times to claim that the cardinal virtues are infused and thus
distinct from the moral virtues. As seen below, when Thomas aligns these categories it is under
the assumption that the cardinal virtues are not always infused but certainly may be.

There are other arguments Thomas offers for summing up the intellectual and moral
virtues with the cardinal virtues, such as the latter’s correspondence with four human
capacities (intellect, will, irascible passions, and concupiscible passions). For more on this
point, which is less important for the purposes of this study, see Houser, Cardinal Virtues, 69-
70.
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One is proportionate to human nature, which man can obtain by means of his
natural principles. The other is a happiness surpassing man’s nature, and which
man can obtain by the power of God alone, by a kind of participation of the
Godhead.*’

Thomas immediately aligns the twofold human happiness with
two types of virtues. He claims the cardinal virtues “perfect man’s
intellect and appetite according to the capacity of human nature;
the theological virtues supernaturally.” The reader of the
Summa now realizes that up until this point in the questions on
virtue, two distinctions have been operative: categorizations of
virtues according to object and categorizations according to “end”
(supernatural vs. natural). Which virtues has Thomas been
discussing? Looking back at the seven questions preceding
question 62, we unsurprisingly see that Thomas has been very
precise in nearly uniformly discussing only “natural” virtues, or
those virtues concerning humanity’s happiness as accessible to
human reason. He says as much in the last article before question
62. In defining “political” virtues as those which “are in man
according to his nature” and enable him to “behave well in the
conduct of human affairs,” Thomas states, “It is in this sense that
we have been speaking of these virtues until now.”®’

8 8Th I-11, q. 62, a. 1. Close examination of the nature of, and relationship between, the
two types of human happiness is beyond the scope of this essay, although the conclusions of
this essay may contribute to that discussion. See Denis J. M. Bradley, Aquinas on the Twojfold
Human Good (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1997) for several
lines of debate and the various Thomistic texts on the types of happiness (esp. 395-404, 431-
39). For another perspective on this issue see Steven A. Long, “On the Possibility of a Purely
Natural End for Man,” The Thomist 64 (2000): 211-37.

8 STh 111, q. 62, a. 2, ad 1. For an even more extended treatment of the two types of
happiness toward which humanity is directed, see On the Virtues in General, aa. 9 and 10
where Thomas distinguishes virtues gained by repeated action from those infused by God
primarily by distinguishing the two types of happiness toward which humanity is destined.

8 §Th 111, q. 61, a. 5 (emphasis added). On this point, see Miner, “Non-Aristotelian
Prudence in the Prima Secundae,” 401-22. Looking back on the questions on virtue up until
STh 1L, g. 61, a. S, we see Thomas occasionally explicitly say “human virtues,” as at §Th [-11,
q-58,a.3; and I-1L, q. 61, a. 1. The obvious exception is of course STH I-11, q. 55, a. 4, where
Thomas uses Lombard’s formulation of Augustine’s definition of virtue with its closing phrase,
“which God works in us without us.” Even there Thomas says that the definition applies to
all virtue if we omit that phrase, and it is noteworthy that the title questions in each of the
three articles preceding this one explicitly say “human virtue.” This question of natural vs.
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It is Thomas’ characteristic attempt to synthesize traditions in
article 5 of question 61 (on the cardinal virtues) that forces him
to address explicitly the two types of happiness in the following
question (on the theological virtues). In article 5, Thomas asks
whether the cardinal virtues can be fittingly divided into political,
perfecting, perfect, and exemplar.” In this question, we see
Thomas not only further illuminate his categorization based upon
the end of virtue, but also address a type of virtue that disrupted
the categorizations of virtue in many of his predecessors. He
affirms the fourfold categorization which includes political virtue.
Exemplar virtues pre-exist in God. Political virtues concern
natural activities in the realm of “human affairs,” and by them
man acts well in such affairs.”’ To borrow terminology from the
following article (STh I-11, q. 62, a. 1), with the political virtues,
we are clearly speaking of those which concern natural
happiness.’? Or, as Thomas says in On the Cardinal Virtues, “The
political virtues . . . are ordered only to the civic good of the
present life.””” Thomas goes on to claim, “But because it pertains
to man, as he is able, to strive toward divine things . . . it is
necessary to posit some virtues between political virtues, which
are human virtues, and exemplar virtues, which are divine
virtues.””* The exemplar virtues are in God. The political virtues

supernatural virtues reminds the reader of Thomas’s discussion of the different types of
happiness (see STh I-11, q. 3, a. 8; and 11, q. 5, a. 5), but discussion of the impact of the two
types of happiness on virtue is not fully clear until STh I-1], q. 62, a. 1.

*The Latin terms for the four in the tradition are consistently politcas, purgatorias, purgati
animi and exemplars. English translations (such as that of the English Dominicans) that use
“social” for the first type can mask the reference here to the tradition on politicas virtutes.

*LSTh 11, q. 61, a. S.

*2 That Thomas claims the political virtues concern civic life is particularly apparent in On
the Cardinal Virtues, a. 4, on whether or not the cardinal virtues exist in heaven. Though he
does not explicitly refer to these four Neoplatonic types of virtue by name, that division
clearly structures his respondeo. (He treats the four in a slightly different order than in STh
11, q. 61, a. 5: exemplar, perfect, political, and perfecting.) In the respondeo he uses the term
“acquired” rather than political, thus equating the two (a point examined below).

%} See On the Cardinal Virtues, a. 4, ad 7: “sed virtutes politicae de quibus ipse loquitur,
ordinantur tantum ad bonum civile praesentis vitae.”

*STh1-11,q. 61, 2. 5: “Sed quia ad hominem pertinet ut etiam ad divina se trahat quantum
potest, ut etiam philosophus dicit, in X Ethic.; et hoc nobis in sacra Scriptura multipliciter
commendatur, ut est illud Matth. V, estote perfecti, sicut et Pater vester caelestis perfectus est,
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are in humanity concerning natural human activities. But what of
human activities that direct persons toward the supernatural
happiness of union with God? Though he only explicitly describes
the two types of happiness as they concern virtue in the next
article, Thomas claims that perfecting virtues are those which tend
toward divine similitude, and perfect virtues are possessed by
those who have attained divine similitude.” In other words, the
perfecting virtues are possessed by those living graced lives in the
status wviatoris, and the perfect by those in the status
comprehensoris.”®

The fact that Thomas does not consistently rely in the Prima
Secundae on Macrobius’s fourfold division could suggest that
article 5 of question 61 is a simple acknowledgement of a
respected authority, but substantively unimportant. Yet Thomas’s
claims in this article are actually crucial for this essay for two
reasons. First, given Thomas’s interpretation of the Neoplatonic
categories, he is forced to attend explicitly to virtues that concern
humanity’s supernatural happiness of divine similitude, something
he had been putting on hold “until now.” How he categorizes
virtues by object, end, and cause in questions 62-63, while relating
those categorizations to each other, is addressed below. Second,
Thomas subtly yet brilliantly subverts an entire tradition of a
problematic category of virtue in this article. The category
“political” was firmly entrenched in medieval writing on virtue,
doing important (but different and at times confusing) work in
people such as Alan of Lille, Simon of Tournai, William of
Auxerre, and Philip the Chancellor. True to his modus operandi,
Thomas does not simply reject such a prominent feature of the

necesse est ponere quasdam virtutes medias inter politicas, quae sunt virtutes humanae, et
exemplares, quae sunt virtutes divinae” (my translation). Deftly handling the nature/grace
issue, Thomas in the ellipsis cites both Aristotle and the Sermon on the Mount to claim that
humanity is directed beyond its nature to divine things.

% For further description of the perfecting and perfect, albeit without the use of those
terms, see the respondeo of On the Cardinal Virtues, a. 4.

% For a helpful overview of Thomas’s thought on these states, particularly as they pertain
to hope, see Josef Pieper, Faith, Hope, and Love, trans. Sr. Mary Frances McCarthy, S.N.D.,
and Richard and Clara Winston (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1997), esp. 91-98. Pieper
develops Thomas’s terms from STh 111, q. 15, a. 10.
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tradition. He rather delineates an exact and proper use of the
term, thus explaining how that meaning is referenced in a
respected authority’s thought. “Political virtue” in article 5 refers
to humanity’s natural end. This is why Thomas places an
important dividing line between this and the other three types of
virtue in the fourfold division. In nearly all of his responses to
objections, Thomas confirms that the political virtues are “human
virtues” concerning “human affairs.””’

Yet the term “political virtue,” as we have seen in Alan and
William, lends itself to confusion. This may be why Thomas does
not often use it.”® In the remainder of his work on virtue in the
Summa Theologiae, he more commonly uses the terms “human”
and “natural” to refer to virtues directed to natural human
happiness—which is, in principle, accessible to unaided human
capacities—as ultimate end.” Having seen the confusion en-
gendered by the use of that term by figures such as Alan and
William, Thomas’s decision is not surprising. When Thomas does
use the term, however, he gives it a precise and consistent
meaning, that is, concerning humanity’s natural end. He thus
avoids the common error of alternating between meanings which
would have the term sometimes referring to end and sometimes
referring to object, since Thomas knows those two bases of
categorization cannot be conflated.

7 See STh 1111, q. 61, a. 5, ad 1 (quod sunt circa res humanas), ad 3 (res humanas), or
slightly shifting to language of common good in ad 4 (pertinet non solum bene operari ad
commune).

% After this treatment at STh I-I1, q. 61, a. 5, Thomas uses the term “political virtue” only
two more times in the Summa Theologiae: 1I-11, q. 26, a. 3; and II-11, q. 136, a. 3, ad 2. Both
passages affirm that political virtue concerns humanity’s happiness in a manner commensurate
with human nature (“bonum politicae virtutis est commensuratum naturae humanae” [STh II-
11, q. 136, a. 3, ad 2).

*’ These terms are not without problems of their own. For instance, the theological virtues
should not be regarded as “unnatural” but rather as “super-natural.” More problematically,
labeling certain virtues “human” can imply that virtues such as the theological virtues are not
human, or better, not truly one’s own. This recalls the classic Lombard position that virtue
simply #s grace. Again, the counterpart of human here is not inhuman but rather “super-
human,” a term only occasionally employed by Thomas (see STh I-11, q. 61, a. 1, ad 2).
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C) Categorization by Cause: Infused Virtues and Acquired Virtues

In questions 61-62 of the Prima Secundae, Thomas explains
two categorizations of virtue: by object (theological and cardinal)
and by end (supernatural and natural). There remains one
important distinction to address: that of cause, which is taken up
in question 63. To this point, this categorization has only received
brief mention (e.g., STh I-1I, q. 55, a. 4; -1, g. 62, a. 1). In the
course of explaining it, however, Thomas also attends to a
potential misreading of the relationships between categorizations
he has already offered.

In article 2 of question 62, Thomas spoke of both the object
and the end of the theological virtues in distinction to those of the
cardinal virtues. He claimed that the theological virtues have for
their object “God himself,” while the objects of the moral and
intellectual virtues are things “comprehensible to human reason.”
He went on to distinguish them according to their ends: the car-
dinal virtues perfect human activity “according to the capacity of
human nature,” whereas the theological virtues do so “supernatu-
rally.” A reader of these lines could easily misinterpret Thomas to
be conflating categorizations by object and end, in effect claiming
that all theological virtues concern humanity’s supernatural
happiness (true), and all cardinal virtues concern humanity’s
natural happiness (false). Of course, given the fact that in article
5 of question 61 he addresses whether the cardinal virtues are
fittingly categorized by Macrobius, and that his affirmative answer
clearly places perfecting and perfected cardinal virtues in
reference to humanity’s supernatural end, Thomas has already
offered resources to head off such an erroneous interpretation.'®’
But in question 63 he makes his point even more clearly.

" In doing so Thomas assumes that the category “cardinal virtue” is a larger category than
political virtue in that it includes “political virtue” but also cardinal virtues that (unlike
political virtues) are directed to humanity’s supernatural end. This avoids William’s mistake
of at times equating cardinal and political virtue, while at other times making cardinal virtue
a subset of political virtue (rather than vice versa). It also avoids Philip’s mistake of making
cardinal virtues and political virtues both subsets of “moral virtue,” while at the same time
affirming both that moral virtues are not caused by grace and that cardinal virtues can direct
one to one’s supernatural end.
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Thomas’s third categorization addressed here is rather
straightforward. He claims that virtues may be obtained by
repeated activity (in which case they are called “acquired”) or
given by God’s grace (in which case they are called “infused”).

It follows that human virtue directed to the good which is defined according to
the rule of human reason can be caused by human acts [i.e., acquired]: inasmuch
as such acts proceed from reason, by whose power and rule the aforesaid good
is established. On the other hand, virtue which directs man to good as defined
by Divine Law, and not by human reason, cannot be caused by human acts, the
principle of which is reason, but is produced in us by divine operation alone.’”

Thomas not only claims that the efficient cause of virtues may be
infusion or repeated activity, he also explains that distinction by
saying that virtue directing us to our supernatural good which
surpasses human reason cannot be caused by human acts, and thus
must be infused. Thomas in effect aligns two categorizations here:
end and cause.'” Infused virtues direct us ultimately to our
supernatural end, whereas acquired virtues direct us ultimately
only to our natural end.'® In fact, acquired virtues cannot direct
us to our supernatural end. In terms of their end, infused virtues
are always supernatural and acquired virtues are always natural.

Two comments are warranted on this distinction between
acquired virtue and infused virtue. First, what is essential to
infused virtue is that it directs us to the supernatural good which
surpasses human understanding and achievement, and therefore
must be provided by God. Despite the connotations of the English
word “infused,” it is not necessarily the case that such virtues
involve no repeated acts or human effort and involvement.'® Yet

0L STh I-11, q. 63, a. 2 (emphasis added). See also On the Virtues in General, a. 10.
192 See also On the Virtues in General, aa. 9 and 10, where acquired virtue is claimed to
direct humanity to natural happiness, and infused virtue to a happiness that exceeds the
capacity of unaided human nature.

1 For reaffirmation of this point see On the Cardinal Virtues, a. 4, ad 3: “the civil good
is not the ultimate end of the infused cardinal virtues, of which we speak, but of the acquired
virtue of which philosophers spoke” (“bonum civile non est finis ultimus virtutum cardinalium
infusarum de quibus loquimur, sed virtutum acquisitarum de quibus philosophi sunt locuti”).

1% For a less technical examination of this point, see William C. Mattison III, “Moral
Virtue, the Grace of God, and Discipleship,” in David Matzko McCarthy and M. Therese

Lysaught, eds., Gathered for the Journey: Moral Theology in Catholic Perspective (Grand
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even where there is such participation of the person, God’s grace
is still the efficient cause of the virtue since one is directed to an
end not accessible (let alone attainable) by unaided human
powers. Conversely, it is not the case that acquired virtues have
nothing to do with God. We recall here Hugh of St. Victor’s
superb explanation of natural virtue and virtues superadded by
grace (despite the fact that he never uses the terms “acquired” and
“infused”), as it was quite clear in Hugh’s thought in what way
creating grace is indeed present in natural (or, here, acquired)
virtues. Second, saying that infused virtues always direct one to
one’s supernatural end does not at all mean that they ignore or
obliterate the natural end of one’s activities.'” Thomas’s claim is
simply that the natural or “civic” good is not the ultimate end of
the infused virtues.

D) Relating Thomas’s Three Categorizations to One Another

At this point it is clear that two of Thomas’s three
categorizations graft neatly onto one another. All supernatural
virtues are infused, and all natural (or human) virtues are
acquired. Thus a pair of categorizations yields two, not four, total
types of virtue, namely, supernatural infused virtue and natural
acquired virtue. Yet how are these two categorizations related to
the categorization of theological and cardinal virtues? One of the
main sources of confusion in the tradition leading up to Thomas
concerns the relationship between categorizations of virtue by end
and by efficient cause on the one hand, and by object on the
other. We saw above the problem with the Porretans’ attending
only to end and neglecting object. We saw William grasp the way
that “theological” virtue refers to both a supernatural object and
a supernatural end, but fail to distinguish how other virtues may

Rapids, Mich.: Eerdman’s Publishing Co., 2007), 198-215.

1% We run into the classic Scholastic dictum that “grace does not take away but rather
perfects nature.” See STh I, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2: “cum enim gratia non tollat naturam, sed
perficiat.” For examples of how graced life respects the integrity of human nature even while
surpassing that nature, see Jean Porter, Nature as Reason (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdman’s
Publishing Co., 2005), esp. 394-98.
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be differentiated from the theological virtues in these distinct
ways. In the face of the error, common among Thomas’s
predecessors, of grafting a categorization by object onto cate-
gorizations by end and efficient cause, Thomas clarifies and
advances that tradition of categorizing virtues by explaining not
only that, but how, this conflation is inaccurate.

In article 3 of question 63, Thomas asks “whether any moral
virtues are in us by infusion.” It is important that he says moral
virtues.'” He has already affirmed that theological virtue is in us
by infusion and only by infusion. He has also affirmed that moral,
or cardinal, virtues are in us by repeated activity. But to deny the
conflation of categories noted above, Thomas here affirms that
moral virtues can be infused in us by God. Why? In the respondeo
Thomas describes a parallel between the natural principles of
virtue and acquired cardinal virtues on the other hand, and the
theological virtues and infused cardinal virtues on the other. In
the reply to the second objection he succinctly explains that

The theological virtues direct us sufficiently to our supernatural end,
inchoatively: i.e., to God himself immediately. But the soul needs further to be
perfected by infused virtues in regard to other things, yet in relation to God."”’

Reminiscent of Philip the Chancellor and others who have at least
implicitly relied on Augustine’s frui and uti distinction, Thomas
recognizes that activities that are accessible to unaided human
reason can be done for the sake of one’s supernatural happiness,
and that this requires the grace that renders the virtues governing
such activities “infused.” When activities of the cardinal virtues
are done for one’s supernatural end, we must call those cardinal
virtues infused.

The activities of infused cardinal virtues are also performed
differently than their counterparts among the acquired cardinal

1% Here is another example of confusing use of the term “moral.” As is clear from the
respondeo, Thomas here means “moral” to include intellectual virtue (rather than being
distinct from it), and as opposed to theological virtue. This is another reason why this essay
employs “cardinal” virtue rather than “moral” and “intellectual” virtue to refer to those
virtues whose objects are accessible to unaided human reasoning.

107 STh 111, q. 63, a. 3,ad 2.
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virtue, a point affirmed by Thomas in the last article of question
63. In that article Thomas asks, “whether virtue obtained by
repeated activity belongs to the same species as infused virtues.”
He replies in the negative, and uses his stock example of
temperance to exemplify his point, noting that the person with
acquired temperance eats differently from the (fasting) person
with infused temperance. Directly refuting the Porretan claim that
the acts of virtues differing in end (for the Porretans, “catholic vs.
political” virtue) are still the same acts, Thomas claims that,
although acquired and infused temperance both share the same
material object (hence their both being fittingly labeled
“temperance”), they differ as to their formal object. Although acts
of all cardinal virtues observe the mean,'® in the case of the
acquired cardinal virtues the mean is determined by the rule of
human reason, while in the case of the infused cardinal virtues the
mean is determined according to divine rule.'” Hence Thomas
concludes that “infused and acquired temperance differ in species;
and the same applies to the other [cardinal] virtues.”'"* In the next
lines Thomas correlates this difference of “rule” for infused and
acquired cardinal virtue with a difference in what he calls
“ultimate end.”""! Acquired cardinal virtues dispose one to behave
well with regard to human affairs, while the infused cardinal
virtues regulate one’s behavior with regard to the ultimate goal of
citizenship in the heavenly kingdom.''*

18 STh 111, q. 64, a. 1.

Y STh 111, q. 63, a. 4. Note that we are clearly talking only of cardinal (i.e., moral) virtues
since there is a mean, which does not hold for theological virtues. This article anticipates
Thomas’ claim in STh -1, q. 64, a. 4 that there is no mean regarding the theological virtues.
This claim is true not because the theological virtues concern one’s supernatural happiness,
for this is true of the infused cardinal virtues which do observe a mean. Rather, it is true
because God is the “object of theological virtue,” which is not true of infused cardinal virtue.

MW STh I, q. 63, a. 4.

" bid., ad 1: “Infused and acquired virtues differ not only in relation to the ultimate end

»
Y2 8Th I-11, q. 63, a. 4: “Et per hunc etiam modum differunt specie virtutes morales
infusae, per quas homines bene se habent in ordine ad hoc quod sint cives sanctorum et
domestici Deti; et aliae virtutes acquisitae, secundum quas homo se bene habet in ordine ad res

humanas.” See also On the Cardinal Virtues, a. 4 on the cardinal virtues remaining in heaven.



THOMAS’S CATEGORIZATIONS OF VIRTUE 227

Thus we have in this final article on the cause of the virtues an
explanation of how the cause of virtue (acquired vs. infused),
which is correlated with the ultimate end of virtue (natural or
human vs. supernatural), renders virtuous activities of the same
material object formally distinct. Even though infused and
acquired cardinal virtues may regulate the same sorts of activities,
the very meanings of those actions differ, since they are done “for
different reasons”—that is, with an eye toward different ultimate
ends."” Two conclusions may be drawn from Thomas’s work
outlined here.

First, it is not accurate according to Thomas’s thought to graft
the categorization of (supernatural) infused and (natural) acquired
virtues directly onto the categorization (by object) between
theological and cardinal virtues, a mistake commonly made in the
century leading up to Thomas. Though it 7s the case that theo-
logical virtues are always (supernatural) infused virtues, it is not
the case that cardinal virtues are always (natural) acquired virtues,
and Thomas explains quite clearly how cardinal virtues may be
infused and directed to our supernatural happiness.

Second, it is not the case, as affirmed in the Porretan school
and reported by Lottin, that the same act can be done for either
a natural or a supernatural end. Thomas explicitly denies this
claim (STh I-11, q. 63, a. 4). We therefore have in Thomas’s set of
categorizations by object, end, and cause a way to explain how
“worldly” activities differ from activities that concern God
immediately, namely, by object. We also have a way to distinguish
how activities that share the same (material) object (i.e., those of
the cardinal virtues) may be importantly different in species, or
meaning, depending on whether they are ultimately directed to
natural or supernatural happiness, a distinction that also correlates

"3 STh 111, q. 63, a. 4, ad 2: “Both acquired and infused temperance moderate desires for
pleasures of touch, but for different reasons.” Note this is true even when the actions of these
two sorts of virtue appear similar “from the outside,” such as when a person of faith eats
temperately while not fasting, and thus performs the same material act as the person with
acquired temperance. Even here the “meaning” is different since the eating is done with an
eye toward one’s supernatural happiness (caring for the body as an act of worship in
recognition of it as a gift from God), and not simply for the natural end of bodily health.
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with the cause of virtue as acquired or infused, respectively. The
resulting tripartite vision of virtue in Thomas—acquired (natural)
cardinal virtue, infused (supernatural) theological virtue, and
infused (supernatural) cardinal virtue''*—enables Thomas more
easily to address questions such as whether one can have moral
virtue without charity (STh I-11, q. 65, a. 2; STh II-11, q. 23, a. 7),
and whether the moral virtues remain in the next life (STh I-11, q.
67, a. 1).

Thomas’s vision of virtue solves the problems identified in the
previous section’s survey of the categorizations of virtue offered
by thinkers such as Alan of Lille, William of Auxerre, and Philip
the Chancellor. Unlike the Porretans, Thomas is able to account
for the difference between cardinal and theological virtues by
attending to more than the ultimate end of virtue. Whereas the
Porretans cannot explain the difference between “catholic” virtues
such as faith and charity on the one hand and temperance and
justice on the other, Thomas can, thanks to his distinction by
object (theological vs. cardinal). Unlike William of Auxerre, he is
able to explain in what distinct ways a variety of categories of
virtue differ from the theological virtues. William was correct that
the theological virtues are infused (cause) and concern God
directly (object). But he tried to use only one grouping of virtue
to describe how virtues can differ from theological virtues, even
though there are two ways in which this is possible (i.e., by object,
as in the cardinal virtues, and by cause, as in the acquired virtues).
And these two ways cannot always be identified with each other;
in other words, they require distinct categorizations. Unlike Philip
the Chancellor, Thomas is able to explain exactly how the
cardinal virtues may be at times acquired and at other times
infused. Finally, again unlike the Porretans, Thomas is able to
explain how, despite important commonalities between the
acquired cardinal virtues and infused cardinal virtues (enabling
both rightly to be called cardinal), there is a difference of species

" Since “natural” and “supernatural” correlate with “acquired” and “infused,” these terms
are actually redundant. Hence they are inserted parenthetically here simply for additional
clarity, but will not be included below. For another mention of Thomas’ three categories of
virtue, see Miner, “Non-Aristotelian Prudence in the Prima Secundae,” 419.
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between acts of, for example, infused temperance and acquired
temperance (which the Porretans would call “catholic
temperance” and “political temperance”).

[II. CONTEMPORARY DISCUSSIONS OF VIRTUE AND GRACE

The purpose of this final section is not to engage in any great
depth the arguments of the texts adduced below. Its far more
modest task is to demonstrate how contemporary work that
employs categorizations of virtue to describe the relationship
between virtue and grace could be clarified by more careful
attention to Thomas’s categorizations of virtue, and to the
relationships between these different categorizations. Recall from
the beginning of this essay the following quotation: “Discerning
and judging action in light of the natural law need to be perfected
and stabilized by the cardinal virtues (acquired habits) and infused
virtues (faith, hope and charity).” It should be clear that while the
cardinal virtues certainly may be acquired, they may also be
infused (and thus should not be parenthetically identified as
acquired habits). Furthermore, the statement implies that the two
groups of virtue share a common basis of categorization, when, in
fact, “cardinal virtue” is a distinction by object and “infused
virtue” is a distinction by cause.

Another example of possible confusion engendered by a lack
of careful attention to the relationships between the cate-
gorizations of virtue is found in no less authoritative a source than
the Catechism of the Catholic Church. In the Catechism, the
material on virtue is divided primarily into two sections: one on
“human virtue” and one on “theological virtue.”'” From the
perspective of the Thomistic tradition, this categorization is a
problem, since, for Thomas, “human virtue” refers to ultimate
end (and, accordingly, cause), while “theological” refers to the
object of virtue. Indeed, the category “theological virtue” is
defined in the Catechism by object: “the theological virtues relate

'Y See Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1804-11 and 1812-29, respectively. See also the
introductory material at 1803, and the brief section on the gifts (and fruits) of the Holy Spirit
at 1830-32.
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directly to God.”''® The material under “human virtue” is sub-
divided into the four cardinal virtues, suggesting also a reference
to object rather than end. This in itself could simply mean that
“human virtue” is here a reference not to ultimate end, but rather
to object, akin to “moral” or “cardinal” virtue in the Thomistic
tradition. Indeed, while the first half of the opening paragraph on
human virtue uses the term “human,” the second half shifts to
“moral virtue,” seemingly equating those terms.""” In that case,
“human” would be synonymous with Thomas’s own phrase
“accessible to human reasoning,” and would refer to object.

This picture, however, is complicated by references to the
cause of the virtues, particularly in the section on the human
virtues. Assuming that “human” refers to object rather than
ultimate end, the most problematic line is found in the second half
of the opening paragraph on human virtue: “the moral virtues are
acquired by human effort.”'"* Despite the next line’s claim that
they dispose us to communion with God (ultimate end), and the
previous claim that they “guide our conduct according to reason
and faith,” the directness of the claim about the cause of moral
virtue being repeated activity is not only problematic in itself, but
distorts the seeming parallel of human and theological virtue
according to object by introducing the efficient cause of virtue,
which is aligned with ultimate end instead of object.

Despite this problematic line, in the closing lines of the section
on human virtue, under the subtitle, “The virtues and grace,” the
Catechism clearly affirms that moral or cardinal virtues may be
infused. There we read that “human virtues acquired by . . .
repeated efforts are purified and elevated by divine grace.”'"”
With this claim in mind, the only possible consistent explanation
of the problematic line above is that it must mean that the moral

18 See Catechism, 1812.

W Catechism, 1804.

"8 Ibid.

" Catechism, 1810. See also 1812-13, where we read that “the human virtues are rooted
in the theological virtues” (1812), and that the theological virtues “inform and give life to all
the moral virtues” (1813). This is actually a very helpful affirmation of the compatibility of
infused virtue and human effort, a point made above.
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virtues may be acquired by human effort, a claim completely
consistent with the Thomistic tradition.'*® In sum, we see in the
Catechism itself how claims about the object, cause, and end of
virtue may be presented in a manner that fails to explain clearly
the relationship between these different categorizations of virtue.
Though everything important and true about virtue is present in
the section on virtue, the obfuscation of the categorizations
examined in section 2 of this article impedes the pedagogical
intent of the Catechism.

Another example of confusion engendered by failing to attend
accurately to the categorizations of virtue noted above occurs in
the fine historical scholarship of Istvan Bejcvy, in his recent article
“The Problem of Natural Virtue.” Bejcvy rightly assumes that
“natural virtue” refers not to natural dispositions or capacities but
to virtue obtained without God’s cooperative grace. He thus
implicitly attends to both the ultimate end and cause of virtue, but
does not name them and never correlates them in any way with
the object of virtue. This prevents him from adequately replying
to the claim that

If Abelard should really have sustained the idea that human beings could acquire
virtue by natural means . . . this would imply that he was something worse than
a Pelagian: Christians as well as non-Christians would have the possibility of
bringing about their own salvation.'”

It must be stressed that Bejcvy strenuously denies that Abelard
held a strongly Pelagian position. But his defense of Abelard is
obstructed by his failing to note the obvious non sequitur in the
charge, which attention to the relationship between the cate-
gorizations of virtue outlined here would make clear: “natural”
virtue does not concern salvation. Bejcvy goes on to examine the
cardinal virtues, but his failure to attend either to what is
distinctive about their objects, or to the natural end toward which

120 Of course, one could interpret this section as referring only to humanity’s supernatural
end of union with God. But this would not only betray the consistent Thomistic meaning of
the descriptor “human” as a modifier of virtue, but also fail to explain the direct claim that
such virtues are “acquired” (a technical term) by human effort.

12! Bejcvy, “The Problem of Natural Virtue,” 138.
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they may be directed, impedes not only his discussion of Abelard,
but the later (otherwise accurate) discussion of problems within
the Porretan school of thought,'*

A final example of confusion regarding Thomas’s
categorizations of virtue can be found in a recent contribution to
an ongoing debate in The Thomist over the possibility of pagan
virtue.'” In the first of his two contributions to this debate,
Thomas Osborne sets out to examine how “the distinction
between the moral and theological virtues was worked out in the
late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries.”’ Osborne
immediately turns to the Porretan school’s “catholic vs. political”
distinction without explaining that this distinction (based on
ultimate end) is not made on the same basis as Thomas’s “moral
vs. theological” distinction (based on object) which Osborne states
he is investigating.'*

He then turns back to moral virtue and claims, “As Shanley
observes, Thomas does describe acquired moral virtue as political
virtue, and he states that political virtue is concerned with the
political common good.” As noted above, it is correct to say that
Thomas “describes” acquired moral virtue as political virtue, since
all acquired virtue directs one toward the natural end of humanity
(“the political common good™), which is precisely what Thomas
means by political virtue. However, Osborne goes on to say “the
identification of moral virtues as political virtues is standard for

22 1bid., 149.

12 The Thomist thread of the debate begins with Brian Shanley, O.P, “Aquinas on Pagan
Virtue” The Thomist 63 (1999): 553-77. Shanley responds there to Bonnie Kent’s “Moral
Provincialism,” Religious Studies 30 (1994): 269-85, which is itself a response to the work of
Alasdair Maclntyre on virtue in Thomas and Augustine, esp. his Whose Justice? Which
Rationality? (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988). Shanley in turn is
responded to by Thomas Osborne, Jr., “The Augustinianism of Thomas Aquinas’s Moral
Theory,” The Thomist 67 (2003): 279-305. Osborne is responded to by Angela McKay,
“Prudence and Acquired Mortal Virtue,” The Thomist 69 (2005): 535-55, to which Osborne
replies again in “Perfect and Imperfect Virtues,” The Thomist 71 (2007):39-64.

124 Osborne, “The Augustinianism of Thomas Aquinas’s Moral Theory,” 290.

15 Alan and Simon base their distinction on finis et officium, but as seen above this is
actually what Thomas refers to as ultimate end. Recall the treatment of “catholic vs. political”
chastity in Alan (both of which would be “moral” and not theological for Thomas).
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medieval thinkers. Thomas is merely repeating common usage.” '

There are two problems with this statement. First, as explained
above, there is not a consistent usage of the term “political” in
Thomas’s predecessors. Though it commonly refers to humanity’s
natural end as distinguished from one’s supernatural (for the
Porretans “catholic,” for William “theological”) end, “political”
is also used at times to refer to the object of virtue and is
contrasted with “theological” (as in the case of William), or even
at times to refer to virtues obtained by repeated action rather than
infused (as in Philip’s problematic passage). The problem with
such vacillation in the tradition is that it implies that one can
reliably graft the final-end and efficient-cause distinctions onto the
object distinction, which holds true with the virtues faith, hope,
and charity, but not the virtues prudence, justice, fortitude, and
temperance. By affirming an identification of political with
acquired moral virtue, Osborne not only mixes up different bases
of categorization but also implies that they are interchangeable
when they are not.

Second, Thomas does not use the term “political” in a manner
that “repeats common usage,” nor does he identify “moral virtue
as political virtue.” The term “moral” (or as used above,
“cardinal”) refers to a distinct basis for categorizing virtues,
namely, object. For Thomas, “political” refers to the ultimate end
of the virtuous activity, in this case as the natural civic good.
Political virtues governing activities directed toward the natural
good may indeed be “described” as acquired moral virtues, since
they are always caused by repeated human acts and concern this-
worldly activities. But political virtue may not be “identified” with
moral virtue, since not all moral virtues are political virtues.
“Political” refers to a different basis of categorization than
“moral.” The problem with Osborne’s claim is not only that it is
untrue of Thomas; it also conflates categorizations that are
importantly distinct. Therefore, “identifying” political and moral
virtue as Osborne suggests would lead to exactly the same

126 Osborne, “The Augustinianism of Thomas Aquinas’ Moral Theory,” 291 (emphasis
added).
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problems as were found in Thomas’s predecessors, problems
which Thomas so strenuously avoids in his own presentation of
the various categorizations of virtue and the relationships between
them.

One last example of confusion in Osborne’s use of the
categorizations of virtue and the relationships between them is his
claim, central for his second contribution to this debate in The
Thomist, that “someone cannot possess the perfect acquired moral
virtues and perfect acquired prudence without the help of
grace.”'” The cogency of Osborne’s argument, and the reasons
for positing this category, are beyond the scope of this essay.
Suffice it to say that Osborne is trying to reconcile Thomas’s claim
that there can be prudence without charity (e.g., STh I-11, q. 65,
a. 2) with Osborne’s own claim that perfect (in the sense of
connected to the other virtues) prudence requires grace.'*® Despite
my sympathy with Osborne’s attempt to refute the existence of
any “purely natural” ethic in Thomas, positing a category of
perfect acquired virtue that requires grace is oxymoronic. The
problem is not the “perfect,” which for Osborne here means
connected with other virtues. The problem is positing a category
of “acquired” virtue that requires grace.'” The requirement of
grace is exactly what renders a virtue “infused” instead of
acquired. According to Thomas, acquired virtue is obtained by
repeated activity and directs people to the human good as
apportioned by the rule of human reason."° Infused virtue,
however, directs people to the good as defined by Divine Law, a

127 Osborne, “Perfect and Imperfect Virtues,” 63.

128 A5 Osborne’s contributions to this ongoing debate helpfully demonstrate, Thomas does
use the distinction “perfect vs. imperfect™ in varying ways. One of those ways is the sense
referred to by Hugh of St. Victor (supra, n. 7), namely, as referring to humanity’s supernatural
vs. natural end, respectively. See, e.g., STh I-I, q. 65, a. 2. Osborne uses “perfect vs.
imperfect” to mean connected or not, respectively, to other moral virtues. See, e.g., STh I-11,
q.65,a. 1.

12 Osborne’s claim about the necessity of grace for perfect acquired virtue is never made
in the language of operative, or creative, grace. He must be making a stronger claim about the
necessity of cooperative, or saving, grace to justify his debate with McKay. Here Hugh’s
distinctions regarding grace are most helpful.

BOSTH I, q. 63, a. 2.
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good that exceeds and thus cannot be caused by human acts.”" It
therefore requires God’s grace, which is what is meant by
“infused.”’* Osborne’s claim about the necessity of grace for
perfect acquired virtue thus represents a categorization mistake.

These examples of confusion in contemporary categorizations
of virtue at times replicate confusion found in the century and a
half of tradition leading up to the Thomistic synthesis on different
categorizations of virtue. The purpose of this essay has been to
outline those developments, both to illuminate Thomas’s thought
and to demonstrate how it solves certain problems found in his
predecessors, problems which at times appear in contemporary
discussions of virtue. It is hoped that this presentation of
Thomas’s categorizations in light of his predecessors will
illuminate ongoing debates on the different categorizations of
virtues, especially as they concern the relationship between virtue
and grace.

Y 1bid.; and STh 111, q. 62, a. 1.
12 Osborne is not here addressing the long-standing debate in the Thomistic tradition (and
even before) over whether the person with infused virtues continues to possess acquired
(cardinal) virtues. In his own five-level interpretation of Thomas’s work on virtue, Osborne
is speaking at level four of people who do not have the infused virtues. He is actually trying
to establish that the presence or absence of grace distinguishes the disconnected moral virtue
of level three and the connected acquired moral of level four. He is doing this in order to
support his larger concern that even “natural” virtue requires grace. But his refusal to use the
category “natural vs. supernatural” leads him to have to describe the graced virtue of level four

as acquired, which engenders the problems addressed here.
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Even a child makes himself known by his acts, whether what he does is pure and
right. (Prov 20:11)

renewal, moral theology today is lacking in clarity, thus

serving to confuse souls more than guide them. While
human acts are very contingent things that never come close to
permitting the certitude of other disciplines,’ it would be a
mistake to use this as an excuse for not expecting clarity from the
specialists in moral matters. We should not repeat Descartes’s
mistake of confounding absolute certitude (which moral matters
cannot always have) with clarity. Nor should we shrink from
seeking what certitude can be had.?

One area that seems to be suffering from such a lack of clarity
has to do with the so-called three sources of morality, and in
particular how these are presented in the doctrine of St. Thomas
Aquinas. Much has been said, for instance, about the “moral
object” by many who would consider themselves to be faithful
commentators of St. Thomas on this point. And yet the con-
clusions reach no consensus, and cover a spectrum that certainly
pushes the limits of Catholic orthopraxis. For example, various
conceptions of the moral object by self-professed commentators

DESPITE ALL PROTESTATIONS for and attempts at

! St. Thomas Aquinas, I Ethic.,lect. 3 (Marietti ed., 32).

% Ibid. (Marietti ed., 36): “And therefore the well-disciplined student must neither seek
greater certitude, nor be content with lesser certitude than may be fitting to the thing which
is being treated.”

237
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on St. Thomas have aided the conclusion that masturbation may
be permissible if it is done to procure semen for a fertility test’
(even though pollution for medicinal purposes has been
specifically forbidden by the Holy Office);* infantile craniotomies
are possibly licit;’ speech signifying the false is not considered
lying if we can safely assume that “the communicative
community” has broken down;® and last but not least, the sin
against nature is seen as legitimate if it is done to prevent AIDS,
not children’ (also despite magisterial statements declaring the use
of a condom an intrinsic evil).® How are such views purportedly
based in St. Thomas? What is the source of the confusion?
Every Catholic who has had any interest in moral matters is
familiar with the teaching that “the object, the intention, and the
circumstances make up the ‘sources,” or constitutive elements, of
the morality of human acts.” Yet when one goes to questions 18
to 20 of the Prima Secundae, often matters seem to be quite
complicated and confusing. Is the moral object a thing or an act?
Is the specification from the object most important, or is it the
specification from the end? Do circumstances change the species
or do they not? Do circumstances and intention factor in at all, or
is it the object alone that specifies the will? A first reading of these

* Martin Rhonheimer, “Intentional Actions and the Meaning of the Object: A Reply to
Richard McCormick,” The Thomist 59 (1995): 296.

* DS 3684. On fertility testing, see also Pope Pius XII, Address Vous nous avez to
participants of the Second World Congress on fertility and sterility (19 May 1956), available
on the Vatican website (http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/pius_xii/speeches/1956/documents/
hf p-xii_spe_19560519_vous-nous-avez_it.html [accessed 1 May 2009]).

5 John Finnis, Germain Grisez, and Joseph Boyle, “‘Direct’ and ‘Indirect’: A Reply to
Critics of Our Action Theory,” The Thomist 65 (2001): 21-33.

¢ Benedict Guevin, “When a Lie Is Not a Lie: The Importance of Ethical Context,” The
Thomist 66 (2002): 273; for a different argument with practically the same conclusion, see
Alexander Pruss, “Lying and Speaking Your Interlocutor’s Language,” The Thomist 63 (1999):
445.

7 Martin Rhonheimer, “The Truth About Condoms,” The Tablet (10 July 2004): 10-11;
Benedict Guevin, O.S.B., and Martin Rhonheimer, “On the Use of Condoms to Prevent
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome,” National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly 5 (2005): 40-
48.

¥ DS 2795.

* Catechism of the Catholic Church, 2d ed. (Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana,
1997), par. 1750.
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cardinal questions in St. Thomas’s treatment of morals may leave
the impression that his thought was not quite coherent, or if it
was, he simply was not writing very clearly.'” What seems so
simple in the Catechism appears to be very complicated in moral
theology.

My view is that St. Thomas is fundamentally coherent, and
that, secundum se, he is not particularly complex or confusing on
the sources of morality. Rather, the undeniable confusion that
readers suffer should be regarded as an unintelligibility guoad nos.
Admittedly, equivocations or apparent equivocations abound in
questions 18-20 and in the parallel Jloci. But they are
equivocations or applications of broad terms that St. Thomas
himself understood and presumed his readers would understand.
It is only when we look back on them today, with our firmly
entrenched, univocal understanding of the three sources of
morality, that we end up being confused when we try to go to St.
Thomas for light—as Veritatis Splendor encourages us to do with
regard to this very topic.'' The confusion is aggravated because,
in going to St. Thomas, many put the greatest emphasis on
question 18, since it is there that he treats of all three “sources”
ex professo. My own opinion, which I shall elucidate in section II
below, is that everything becomes clearer if we place the
interpretative key for these three questions in question 20, article
3 (“Whether the goodness and badness of the interior and exterior
act is the same”), assuming what is said in question 18, article 6
(“Whether the act has the species of good or bad from the end”),
rather than in the whole of question 18. This is a better approach
quoad nos. Such a reading would, so to speak, “subsume” the
consideration of the moral act from its “three sources” into a
consideration of the one act that is composed of the exterior act

% Cf. William F. Murphy, Jr., “Aquinas on the Object and Evaluation of the Moral Act:
Rhonheimer’s Approach and Some Recent Interlocutors,” Josephinum Journal of Theology 15
(2008): 208: “. .. the complex, insufficiently clear and perhaps underdeveloped character of
Aquinas’s teaching on the moral object.”

"vs 78.
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and the interior act, an approach that, I would propose, is more
helpful, even if it comes to the same thing.

The goal of this article, then, will be to lay out my proposal for
aclearer understanding of St. Thomas’s “moral action theory.” To
this end, I will begin (section I) by defining and distinguishing the
often equivocal or at least broad terms that St. Thomas uses. Then
I will lay out my proposal for the understanding of the
specification of the moral act according to St. Thomas (section II).
Lastly, I will take up and respond to some objections to my own
view (section III), objections that lie at the root of many of the
misunderstandings that afflict moral theology today with regard
to St. Thomas’s “action theory.” [ will principally be making use
of the texts of St. Thomas,'* particularly the Summa Theologiae,
the Scriptum on Peter Lombard’s Sentences, and the disputed
questions De Malo."

[. CLARIFICATION OF TERMS

As many admit, part of the confusion regarding St. Thomas’s
“moral action theory” is due to the evident fluidity of the terms
he uses. This is especially so with the very three terms that make
up the three sources of morality, namely, “object,” “intention,”
and “circumstance.” It may seem an impossible task to specify
precisely the different ways in which these terms are used.
Nevertheless, my proposal here is to lay out those meanings that
may be helpful to our particular inquiry. Such an attempt will be
helped by first recalling the basic definition of each one of these
terms, the gquid nominis, based on which the terms find their

various legitimate applications in distinct contexts.

2 Translations of St. Thomas are by the author.

B For accounts of the moral act similar to the view I argue for here, see Steven Jensen, “Do
Circumstances Give Species,” The Thomist 70 (2006): 1-26; idem, “A Long Discussion
regarding Steven A Long’s Interpretation of the Moral Species,” The Thomist 67 (2003): 623-
43; Fr. Stephen Brock, “Veritatis Splendor 78, St. Thomas, and (Not Merely) Physical Objects
of Moral Acts,” Nova et Vetera 6 (2008): 1-62; and Lawrence Dewan, O.P., “St. Thomas,
Rhonheimer, and the Object of the Human Act,” Nova et Vetera 6 (2008): 63-112.
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A) “Object”

The basic meaning of the term “object” is “that which is borne
upon.”'* It is a relational term, implying something that does the
“bearing upon.” This is in a certain way the acting subject, or the
agent, but only by means of an act by which the agent and the
object are united or mediated to each other in some way." Such
acts are always the acts of powers possessed by the agent.' In fact,
for St. Thomas, “power” and “object” are correlative terms.'” In
the case of the act of an active power, the object is its term. In the
case of the act of a passive power, the object is its principle.'®
Furthermore, since a power is a principle of many actions,
(whether in number, or even in kind for powers that are not
“determined to one”),"” the ratio, or formal aspect, of the object
of the power will have a relation of universality to the ratio of the
object of the action or passion. For example, the will of a rational
creature has the universal good as its object, and any particular act
of willing bears upon its object only insofar as it is perceived as a
good, however else the object of that particular act of willing may
be defined. The same can be said for various habits and powers
that are arranged in an order. Thus, the sensus communis bears
upon the sensible as such, whereas sight, one of the particular five
senses, bears upon the visible; and a particular “passion” of
seeing®’ will bear upon a particular colored thing insofar as it is
visible.”! Likewise, charity, which perfects the will, bears upon
God himself as a good, whereas an act of mercy imperated by

! See for example STh I-11, q. 88, a. 2; q. 19, aa. 8 and 105 q. 29, a. 6; q. 72, a. 8; a. 10;
II-1I, q. 25, a. 1; De Verit., q. 10, a. 9; q. 15,a. 1, ad 3; q. 15, a. 3,ad 55 q. 18, a. 6, ad 25 De
Malo, q. 1,a.1,ad 4; q. 2, 2. 15 q. 8, a. 35 q. 8, a. 3, ad 4; Quodl. VIII, q. 9, a. 1; Quodl. 111,
q. 12, a. 2; Il Ethic., lect. 3, n. 2; etc.

15 CF. STh 111, q. 13, a. 4.

STh1,q.77,a. 1.

Y De Caritate, q. 2, a. 4.

¥ STh1, q. 77, a. 3.

¥ S$Th 1, q. 50,a. 3; q. 72, a. 3.

2% Sense powers are passive (STh 1, q. 79, a. 3, ad 1), though we legitimately speak about
their “acts.” Cf. Il De Anima, lect. 10, n. 7.

1STh1,q.1,a.3,ad 2.
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charity will bear upon someone in need insofar as he is also able
to participate in God’s beatitude, and a concrete act of almsgiving
will bear upon someone perceived to be in need.

This is important for our inquiry, since in the consideration of
the moral act, there are principally two objects to be considered.*

1. The Object of the Exterior Act

As the name indicates, the exterior act is that act which is
commanded, or imperated, by the will,” carrying out the
command of reason,”* but executed by the other powers of the
soul and our bodily members.” The object of this exterior act is
the nonaction upon which it bears. Saint Thomas refers to this
object as the materia circa quam,*® or sometimes simply as the
matter.”” This is not to say that the object of the exterior act is
necessarily material, or physical in the sense of a material
substance. It is simply to say that the exterior act bears upon
something that is not identical with itself or the powers that
execute it, although the materia circa quam must have some ratio
that contains it within the common object of these executing
powers (e.g., an exterior act of our sexual powers will be an
object that by definition has to do with venerea and not nutrition).
But that is not all; for, since this exterior act is imperated by the
will, its own object must somehow also be contained under the
object of the will as a power, as we shall see further below. That
is, the object of the exterior act is the object of such an act
immediately, but it is also the object of the will insofar as such an
object is perceived as a good to which the subject must be united

2 STh I-11, q. 18, a. 6: “But in the voluntary act, there is found a twofold act, namely, the
interior act and the exterior act, and each of these has its object.”

B STh 1, q. 6, a. 4; De Malo, q. 2, 2. 2,ad 1.

M STh 1L, q. 17, 4. 3,ad 1.

B STh -1, q. 16, a. 15 q..16, a. 4, co. and ad 1. Cf. I-11, q. 6, a. 4; q. 1, a. 1, ad 2; De
Malo, q. 2, a. 2, ad 1. Such an execution by the powers other than the will is distinct in ratio
from the acts of the will themselves. Cf. I-I[, q. 11, a. 2; q. 16, a. 4, ad 1.

2% STh 11, q. 18, a. 2, ad 2; 1 Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. §, co. and ad 4.

¥ STh I-11, q. 20, aa. 1-4; and q. 20, a. 4, ad 2.
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by means of the action of the bodily members and/or the powers
of the soul that are imperated by the will.

2. The Object of the Interior Act of the Will

The interior act of the will is an act that is elicited (not
imperated) from the will,”® an act of willing as such. The object of
this act is simply the volitum, the thing willed.”” Since the will as
a power has the good in general as its object, any object of the act
of willing must be something that reason has proposed as good.
And since the good has the character of an end,*® such an object
is also an end. That is, for the will, object and end come to the
same thing. However, since man’s action always involves a series
of many ordered ends, many so-called ends of the will also have
the character of being means to other ends. All are goods of the
will, and all thus have the notion of an end; but that which is
considered as a means only bears its notion of good by
participating in the goodness of the end to which it is ordered.
That is, it is a useful good.’! Thus, if we consider the order of
things willed to each other, we can also distinguish the elicited
(interior) act of the will into two different aspects, each of which
has its own object:

(1) The interior act of choice or election,’” which bears upon
that which is perceived as a good insofar as it ordered to another
end.” As I will make clear below, the object of the act of choice
is precisely the exterior act itself in those actions that involve the
bodily members.* This object of choice (the exterior act) is what
people usually mean when they refer to “the moral object” as
distinct from “intention.”

B STh I, q. 6, 2. 4.

¥ Cf. for example STh 111, q. 20, a. 2; II Sent., d. 38, exp . textus.

0 “Bonum habet rationem finis.” See, e.g., De Malo, q. 2, a. 4, ad 10.

*USTh I, q. 16, a. 3; De Verit., q. 22, a. 15.

*2 Throughout this article, [ take the terms “choice” and “election” to be equivalent, as
properly an elicited act of the will that has as its object a means insofar as it is ordered to an
end.

B SThIl, q. 12,a. 4,ad 3; q. 13,a. 3.

#STh I, q. 17,4, 3,ad 15 q. 16, a. 4.


























































































































































































































































































