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WISH TO DiIscuss the relationship between the human person

and political life. My remarks will be a venture into political

philosophy. This branch of philosophy has been short-
changed in Catholic philosophy in the past century, during the
Thomistic revival following the encyclical Aetemi Patris of Pope
Leo X111 in 1879.

In the departmental structure and the philosophical curricula
that prevailed in many Catholic collegesand universities during
the first two thirds of the twentieth century, political philosophy
would usually be located not in philosophy departments but in
political science. In seminary programs, there was effectively no
political philosophy whatsoever. The philosophy manuals of the
early and middle part of the century covered political philosophy,
if they treated it at all, asadivision of ethics. In the great manual
written by Joseph Gredt, O.S.B., for example, entitled Elementa
philosophiae Aristotelico-Thomisticae, 2 one finds extensive treat-
ments oflogic, epistemology, philosophy of nature, philosophical
psychology, metaphysics, theodicy, and ethics, but in the nearly
one thousand pages of the two volumes, there are only some

1 An earlier draft of this paper was presented at a symposium that both honored Pope
John Paul Il and marked the university career of Jude P. Dougherty, Dean Emeritus of the
School of Philosophy, The Catholic University of America. The symposium was held on
November 17-18, 2000, and was sponsored by the School of Philosophy and the Pope John
Paul 11 Cultural Center.

2Joseph Gredt, O.S.B., ElementaPhilosophiaeltristotelico-'Thomisticae, 2 vols. (Freiburg:
Herder, 1953).
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twenty pages, at the very end of the second volume, devoted to
"civil society," and this brief section terminates with atwo-page
treatment de bello, on war. This long philosophica work,
therefore, does not end peacefully, and it clearly does not offer a
solution to the political problem.

It istrue that some of the most important twentieth-century
Catholic philosophers devoted much of their work to political
philosophy: Jacques Maritain wrote such books as Man and the
Sate, The Person and the Common Good, Things that are Not
Caesar's, Integral Humanism, Freedomin the Modern World (the
French title was Du regime temporel et de la liberte}, and Schol-
asticism and Politics (Principesd'une politique humaniste}, all of
which deal with politics, and Y vesR. Simon wrote The Philosophy
of Democratic Government among other titles in political
thought, but these two authors were the exception rather than the
rule. At Louvain's Higher Institute for Philosophy, for example,
there was no representation of political philosophy. Jacques
LeClercqg wrote in social ethics and social philosophy, but not in
political thought assuch. What was done in political philosophy
added up to a relatively small achievement in this field,
compared, say, with the work that was done in metaphysics,
philosophy of science, ethics, and the philosophy of man. This
lack of interest is rather strange, since political life originally
provided the context for philosophy, inthe lifeof Socratesand in
the writings of both Plato and Aristotle. The lack of concern with
political philosophy should provoke our curiosity and perhaps
even our wonder.

At the end of the twentieth century and the beginning of the
twenty-first, a particularly impressive group of Catholic thinkers
in Paris has addressed issues in politica philosophy. Pierre
Manent is the most conspicuous of these, but one must also
mention Remi Brague, Alain and Terence Marshall.
Their work has been influenced by Raymond Aron and Leo
Strauss. We should also call to mind the work, in the United
States, of Ernest Fortin, A. A. (Boston College},James Schall, S.J.
(Georgetown}, Francis Canavan, S.J. (Fordham}, and Charles N.
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R. McCoy (Catholic University), but it isinteresting to note that
all these persons were or are academicaly "housed” not in
philosophy but in departments of politics, or, in the case of
Fortin, in theology. There were other thinkers who approached
social and political problems, suchasJohn Courtney Murray, S.J.,
and John A. Ryan in the United States and Denis Fahey and
Edward Cahill in Ireland, but again they tended to discussthese
issuesin terms of Church-state relations and moral theology, and
did so in a somewhat more deductive manner than would be
appropriate for political philosophy. 3

| should add that the Holy Father, in his philosophical
writings on the human person, does address the phenomenon of
community in hisarticle "The Person: Subjectand Community" 4
and in the last chapter of his book The Acting Person5 That
chapter is entitled, "Intersubjectivity by Participation,” and is
found under the more general heading of "Participation." This
general discussion of community, however, does not develop a
specifically political philosophy, athough it certainly points the
way to it. The Holy Father's work in inspiring and promoting the
Solidarity movement in Poland, and the great contribution he
made in bringing down one of the worst tyrannies in the history
of humanity, are further reasons why philosophical and
theological reflection on political life should occur in a cultura
center dedicated to hisname. | would also liketo commemorate
the work of Jude P. Dougherty, who is being honored by this
conference, and to note the keen interest he has had in political
life and political thought, an interest that has been expressed in
his activities and many of his writings.

3 Political philosophy istreated in a more deductive way when it isapproached through
theology and revelation because itisplaced inand derived from amoral context that ismore
comprehensive than its own. In Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, political philosophy moves
toward its first principles from political life itself.

4 Karol Wojtyla, "The Person: Subject and Community," The Review of Metaphysics 33
(1979): 273-308.

5 Karol Wojtyla, The Jlaing Person, trans. Andrzej Potocki (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1979).
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|. THE PERSON AND POLITICS: ARISTOTLE

The classical and unsurpassable definition of the person was
given by Boethius early in the sixth century: a person isan in-
dividual substance of arational nature. This definition highlights
rationality as the specifying feature of persons; a person is an
individual being that isendowed with reason.é According to this
definition, there may be persons-divine or angelic-who are not
human beings; they too could beindividual entities invested with
arational nature, but of course such persons would not enter into
politics. Political life requires body and soul as well as
personhood.

Persons, in Boethius's definition, are individual entities that
possess reason. It isthe power of reason, with all that it implies,
that makes usto be persons. Even when we use the word person
in a less technical way, ssimply to highlight the fact that the
individual in question isahuman being and should be treated as
such, we imply that the dignity he has and the respect he deserves
follow from hisrationality and not from some other quality. Itis
because he isrational, an agent of truth, that he must be "treated
as a person and not athing."

Human reason and hence human personality are exercised in
speech, in science and the search for wisdom, in ethical conduct,
in friendship, and in religion, and they are also exercised in a
distinctive manner in political life. Political societies are
communities specifically made up of human persons. If we are to
speak about the human person, our discussion would be sorely
deficient if we did not treat the domain of human political
conduct, and if we did not specify how human reason, in thought
and in action, isat work in it.

6 Boethius's definition does not involveagenus and specific difference, because individual
substance could not express a genus except in a purely verbal or logical sense. Theterm
expresses a particular right from the start, not something common. Persons are essentially
indexical. See Robert Spaemann, Personen: VersucbeUber den Unter schiedzwischen 'etwas’
und 'jemand’ (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1996), 32-44. Spaemann shows that the term personis
not asortal expression.
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Itisnot justthat human beingslivetogether. Men livetogether
in familiesand the kind of extended familieswe could call villages
or tribes. Such communities come about by natural inclination
and do not need founders. They are not the outcome of
deliberation, reasoning, and argument, as political societies are.
They do not have to be conceived before they come into being.
Political societies need to be established by acts of reason, and
people who succeed in this enterprise bring about a great good
for others: Aristotle saysthat "the one who first established [such
a community] is the cause of the greatest goods," 7 because
founders make possible for man acivilized and virtuous life, alife
lived in view of the noble, the good, and the just, alifein which
human excellence can be achieved and the worst in man can be
controlled: "For man, when perfected, isthe best of all animals,
but when separated from law and justice, he isthe worst of all."8
One thinks of the benefits that millions of people have enjoyed
because of the acts of reason that achieved the founding of the
United Statesof America, most conspicuously, the actsof thinking
that took place during the Constitutional Convention in 1787, in
the debates that followed, in the ratification of the Constitution
by individual states from 1787 to 1789, and at the inauguration
of George Washington as the first president in 1789. All these
events were exercises of reason, and they in turn followed upon
the American Revolution itself, aswell asthe colonial period that
preceded it, when the habits of free political lifewere established
among the people.

It is an act of reason, and therefore an eminently personal
action, to establish apolitical society. To underline this point, we
may consider the fact that animals aso live together, but their
association isnot the outcome of an exercise of reason on their
part. There are no founders in animal societies; Richard Hassing
has asked, ironically, "Would Aristotle say that the first founder

7 Aristotle, Politics 1.2.1253a830-31. | have used the Jowett translation of the Politics,
which isfound in McKeon's The BasicWorks ofAristotle (New Y ork: Random House, 1941),
aswell asthe trandation by Carnes Lord (Aristotle, The Politics [Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1984)), but have made many revisions of my own.

8 Aristotle, Politics 1.2.1253a31-33.
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of chimpanzee society was responsible for the greatest of
chimpanzee goods?' © The question simply does not apply. There
are no founders of animal societies. Also, there are no Wash-
ington Monuments or Jefferson Monuments in ape or elephant
society, because there are among apes and elephants no founders
who exercise their reason to establish a society in which reason
flourishes. One of the things that reason doeswhen it prospers in
acivilization isto acknowledge, by the building of monuments,
the founding acts of reason that established the space within
which the monuments could be built. This is not to demean ape
or chimpanzee or elephant or dolphin society, but to highlight the
human difference and therational character, hencethe specifically
personal character, of human political association. Political
society is established by a determination of the noble, the good,
and the just, which is expressed and then desired by reason.

Itisimportant to note, furthermore, that although political life
needs to be established by an act of reasoning, it isnot therefore
purely conventional. It remains part of human nature, but of
human nature in itsteleological understanding, when human life
isseen at its best; it isnot part of human nature in the genetic,
biological sense.20 | doubt that researchers in biology will find a
genethat programs for political constitutions, or even acluster of
neurons that does so.

Political lifeisnot only founded by an act of reason; it isalso
sustained and justified by reason. It is carried on by public
discussion, in which reason itself iselevated into ahigher kind of
life than it can reach in familial and tribal community. In the
Politics, Aristotle describes political society asthe culmination of
human communities. In cities, he says, there are two irreducible
parts, the wealthy and the poor, and the shape that political life
takes on results from the perennial struggle between these two

9 Richard Hassing, "Darwinian Natural Right?' Interpretation 27 (Winter 1999-2000):
148.

10 When the causality of the telos isdenied or abandoned, the mind recoils into simply
mechanical and genetic explanations.
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groups to rule over the whole. 1! The tension between the richer
and the poorer parts of a society makes up the perpetuum mobile
for politics. When the wealthy rule for their own benefit, the city
isan oligarchy; when the poor rule for their own benefit, the city
is literally a democracy, arule by the people or the many, since
there normally are more poorer than wealthier members of
society. Aristotle saysthat the best outcome for most people in
most places at most times, the practically best form of the city
generally, is the republic, the politeia, which is intermediate
between oligarchy and democracy. In arepublic, alarge middle
classsmiddle in both an economic and an ethica sense-is
established between the rich and the poor, the lawsand not men
rule, and they do so for the benefit of the whole city, not for any
particular part.12 To live this way is a great human accom-
plishment. It isatruly exalted exercise of reason for citizens to
adlow the laws to rule, to have the strength of reason and
character to subordinate themselves to the laws, which they alow

1 The "political triangle" of oligarchy, democracy, and republic istreated in book 4 of
the Palitics. The determination of the rich and poor as the irreducible segments of the city
occurs in chapters 3 and 4. Democracy and oligarchy, the most common forms of political
lifeand the expressions of thesetwo parts of the city, are treated in chapters 4 and 5. Chapter
6 is devoted to the various modifications of oligarchy and democracy. The republic is
discussed in chapters 7 and 8. The fact that it isthe practically best form of rule isshown in
chapter 9. Chapter 11 givesadvice on how to strengthen the middle class. One reason why
arepublic isagood form for political lifeisthe fact that it allowsmany people to participate
in ruling, to be citizens, but without being partisan in their rule. There is more talent,
judgment, and virtue in many than in one or afew; seePolitics3.11.1281a39-b21. Aristotle
also notes that democracies are particularly vulnerable to demagogues, the "leaders of the
people”; see Palitics4.4.1292a4-38, and 5.5.1304b19-1305a36.

121t should be noted that in hisdiscussion of the republic in Politics4.7-9, Aristotle does
not claim that the republic as such promotes virtue or nobility; he presents it rather asa
resolution of the parallelogram of palitical forces, in which the interests of both the poor and
the rich are best reconciled. The two groups are blended into amiddle classthat will rule
through the laws for the advantage of the whole. Virtue as the overriding end of the
republican city will arisethrough that city's participation in aristocracy; seebelow, note 15.
This "value-free" understanding of the republic isexpressed in the brief description givenin
4.8.1293b33-34: "For the republic is, to state it simply, a mixture of oligarchy and
democracy." Seeibid., 1294a22-25: "It isevident that amixture of the two--of the wealthy
and the poor-is to be called arepublic, while a mixture of the three [wealthy, poor, and
virtuous] should more particularly be called an aristocracy (in addition to the genuine and
first form)."
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to rule for the benefit of the whole. Not all people have the civic
habits and public vision to let the lawsand not their own partisan
interests rule over the whole; not al people are immediately
capable of being citizens.

Thistriad of oligarchy, democracy, and republic isthe core of
Aristotle's Politics; the entire work pivots around this triangle. |
would also make the stronger claim that what Aristotle is
describing here isthe truth of human political life, and not just his
opinion or a description proper to his time and place. He is
presenting the "mobilities’ of political life, and the various
solutions and deviations that are proper to it. What he describes
goes on even now, so long aswe continue to have apolitical life.
Aristotle is describing politics as a human thing, as a human
possibility, not just as a historical fact. If we fail to seethis, it is
because we ourselves have become incapable of recognizing
human nature and have fallen into historical storytelling instead.

Aristotle also discusses monarchy and aristocracy, in which
one man or afew virtuous men rule for the good of the whole.
These two forms serve as a kind of norm for what al cities can
be.13 Becausethey admit only afew people to rule, however, they
may not be possible once societies become very large (Aristotle
admits this limitation), 14 but they must be kept in mind aspart of
how we design and live our politics: when the laws are made to
govern, they should rule as virtuous agents would rule. Also,
there is an important qualification in Aristotle's definition of
aristocracy: aristocracy exists either when the virtuous rule
because of their virtue (thevirtuous become the establishment, the
politeuma), or when whoever isruling exerciseshis or their rule

13 Kingship is treated and its problems discussed in Politics 3.14-17. In chapter 18
Aristotle saysthat the virtue of agood king and of true aristocrats would be the same asthe
virtue of agood man. Book 7 in its entirety seemsto be a more extended treatment of the
best regime, along with remarks wont the material conditions under which it could be
realized.

14 In Politics 3.15.1286b8-10, Aristotle says, "And it is probably for this reason that
people were originally ruled by kings, because it WaSrare to find men who were very much
distinguished by their virtue, especially sincethe citiesthey inhWited then were so small." See
aso 3.17, where Aristotle saysthat there may be some populations in which it isbest if one
individual or one family should rule.
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for the sake of what isbest for the city and its members.15 Because
of this second definition of aristocracy, there Can be an aris-
tocratic component to every form of constitution, including a
republic.

On the margin of all these forms of political life stands
tyranny, the catastrophic disaster that is aways lurking as the
threat to political life. It is the ever-present sinkhole on the
margin of palitics. It will alwaysbe there; nothing we can do can
definitively exclude it as a possibility. In tyranny there is no
longer any political life, but only servile subjection to aruler or
rulers who rule for their benefit alone, without any virtuous
guidance or purpose. To be ruled tyrannically isincompatible
with human nature. 16

InAristotle's view, the best kind of political community will be
made up of elements from all the good regimes. there will be
monarchic, aristocratic, and popular elementsin the various parts
of the government. This variety will provide a kind of tensile
strength for the city. Eachtype of city hasits own proper political
virtue: even the deviant regimes, such asthe oligarchicand the
democratic, try to shape the people in the city to fit the
constitution, and for this reason every city isconcerned not only
with economic matters, public safety, and defense, but also with
the virtue of its people. 17 This conformity of the upbringing with
the congtitution will happen as a matter of course in every
political society, but al regimes have to be measured by the
standard of the virtuous man, and the more closely the virtue of
the city approximates that of the good man, the agent of mora
truth, the better the city will be as a human achievement.

What is common to al cities in which there is a political
life-in opposition, for example, to tyranny, where there is
none-is the fact that people do argue about who should rule,

15 Politics 3.7.1279a35-37.

16 Politics 3.17.1287b37-41; Aristotle saysthere isno people that istyrannikon by nature,
nor isany fit for the other deviant regimes.

17 Each city has to habituate and educate its people to fit the constitution of the city:
Politics 5.9.1310a12-38. Evenoligarchic and democratic cities must do this. If the habits of
the people do not fit the laws of the city, Aristotle says, the city will be like the akratic man,
whose reason and passions are at odds with one another.



514 ROBERT SOKOLOWSKI

that is, they argue about what kind of virtue will set the tone for
the city. People who claim that they should rule are trying to do
more than just get themselves into the public offices; first and
foremost they are aso trying to establish acertain way of life,one
that they embody, in the community that they want to rule. There
alwaysare "culture wars' in political life. Oligarchs, for example,
want to live according to the principle that if we are different in
one respect (viz.,in regard to wealth), we are different absolutely
and should be treated as such. The "virtue" in oligarchy is
measured by the possession of wealth. Democrats, on the other
hand, want to live by the principle that if we are equal in one
respect (viz., in regard to liberty), we should be considered equal
absolutely. "Virtue" for extreme democrats is the ability to do
whatever one wishes, the liberty to satisfy any impulse; that isthe
kind of lifethey promote. 18 When people argue that they should
rule, they are exercising their reason; thisparticular exerciseof it
is higher than the exercise one finds within the family or the
village, where such argument about rule does not take place, just
asfoundings do not take place. Becauseit isreason that makes us
persons, the people engaged in political life are acting more fully
as persons than they are ableto do in their families and villages.
They strive to project and embody aform of human life; they do
not just deal with the necessities of life.

It is also the casethat there isno one form of the city that is
the best absolutely everywhere. Much depends on the population,
the circumstances, the lay of the land, the history of the people,
and other things. Aristotle distinguishes four sensesof the best in
politics: first, the best "as we might pray for it,” when all the
circumstances are favorable (we may not be able to implement
this best form, but we must keep it in mind); second, the best in
particular circumstances; third, the best that we can achieve when
are faced with acity that is aready established; and fourth, the
best for most people in most circumstances (effectively,thisisthe

18 For the understanding of justice proper, respectively, to oligarchs and democrats, see
Politics3.9 and 5.1.1301a25-b4.
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republic). 10 Political excellence for Aristotle istherefore flexible,
adaptable, and analogous, not univocal. It is the. outcome of
prudential, not mathematical, reason.

Aristotle's description of political life is not relativized by
history. It expresses the political possibilities of human nature,
and it is as true now as it aways wa-.. Aristotle's Poalitics
formulates the substance, the ousia, of political life better than
any other work that has ever been written. 20

[Il. THE MODERN SITUATION

| wish to claim that in our contemporary exercise of political
life, in our practice, we do conform to Aristotle's analysis, to the
extent that we still havea political life. For example, in the United
States the richer and the poorer are clearly appealed to, re-
spectively, by the Republicans and the Democrats, at least asthese
parties have been defined for most of the twentieth century, and
the problem isto fashion a republic, with an inclusive middle
class. There are monarchic and aristocratic elements in our
political life, and there isalwaysthe danger of tyranny. The major
difficulty in our modern situation, of course, isthe scaleof society
and the technology that makes such a scale possible. How can
anyone survey the common good? How can any political form be
embodied in tens or hundreds of millions of people? This isthe
great challenge to political prudence in our time.

But although we conform in practice with Aristotle, the idea
we have of political lifein our present day isquite different from

18 The four sensesof "best" are found in Politics 4.1.1288b21-39. It isimportant to note
that the very best form of the city does not signify an "ideal" city, one that would demand
preternatural circumstances or atransformation of human nature. Rather, it isthe city one
could bring about if all the circumstances and conditions were the best one could possibly
hope for. Such a city may be practically unrealizable, but not unrealizable in principle. The
wonders of modem technology tempt usto think that preternatural circumstances may in fact
be attainable, and that a utopia may no longer be as distant as once was thought.

in For recent commentaries on the Palitics, see Mary P. Nichols, Citizens and Satesmen:
A Sudy ofAristotle's Politics (Lanham, Md.: Rowman and Littlefield, 1992); Michael Davis,
The Poalitics ofPhilosophy: A Commentary onAristotle's Politics (Lanham, Md.: Rowman and
Littlefield, 1996); Peter Simpson, A Philosophical Commentary on the Politics of Aristotle
(Chapel Hill, N.C.: University of North Carolina Press, 1996).
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what we find in histeachings. In our public discussion of political
life, we tend to think that there isone form of government that
ought to be installed everywhere. We call it democracy, and we
are impatient if we find placesin which it has not been realized;
we call such placesundeveloped countries, implying that they are
politically either childish or stunted.

When we speak this way, our speech is, | think, caught up in
an ambiguity. We confuse the republic and the modern state. The
republic is the form of government in which laws, not partial,
one-sided, self-interested men rule; it is Aristotle's politeia, the
congtitution that isgenerally the best that can be attained by most
people in most places. The modern state, on the other hand, is
something that arose through modern political philosophy. It
claimsto be something radically new and radically different from
earlier forms of government. It is meant to be the definitive
solution to the human political problem, not a solution for this
time and place. It wasinitially visualized by Machiavelli and bap-
tized by Jean Bodin with the name sovereignty.2! It was com-
prehensively described by Hobbes, and worked out and adjusted
by subsequent thinkers like Locke, Rousseau, Kant, and Hegel.22

When we speak of democracy, we tend more or lessto think
that we are speaking of a community in which the lawsrule, not
men, but usually we are really speaking about amodern state, the
oneinformed by sovereignty, not asociety informed by one of the
political constitutions described by Aristotle. We aso tend to
think that the modern state, modern democracy, has arisen as a
perfect, culminating development in human history. Itisnot seen

21 Bodin expressed hisconcept of sovereignty in hisLessix livresde |a republique(1576).
Seethe selections in On Sovereignty, ed. Julian H. Franklin, Cambridge Texts in the History
of Political Thought (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1992). Bodin says, " Sovereignty
isthe absolute and perpetual power of acommonwealth" (1). He models the sovereign after
God (46, 50). He also admits that the concept of sovereignty isnot present in Aristotle (47,
50). AsJulian Franklin observes, for Bodin “citiunship does not necessarily imply political
participation asin Aristotle” (1, footnote).

220n the concept of sovereignty seeFrancis X. Slade, "Rule asSovereignty: The Universal
and Homogeneous State," in John J. Drummond and James G. Hart, eds., The Truthful and
the Good: Essaysin Honor of Robert Sokolowski (Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers,
1996), 159-80.
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asone of the forms of political lifeamong many, the form that we
may be able to achieve if we are lucky and intelligent enough.

Let me express my own value judgment at this point: to the
extent that the word democracy means a republic, it presents a
good thing, a form of political life to which one can properly
dedicate oneself, one that can be in conformity with human
nature and human virtue. The political problem isto determine,
by practical wisdom, how the rule of laws ordered toward human
excellence can be implemented in our day and age, in whatever
part of the world we inhabit. To the extent, however, that the
word democracy means the modern state, the one described by
Hobbes and glorified by Hegel, it presents agreat human problem
and an ominous threat to the human person. It isaformula for
organizing deracinated human beings.

The modern Hobbesian state was nurtured in absolute mon-
archies in the early modern period, it showed its face in the
French Revolution, and it came into full view in the National
Socialist and the Marxist-Leninist-Stalinist totalitarian regimesin
the twentieth century. In this conference, we commemorate the
work of Pope John Paul |1, aman who experienced both the Nazi
and the Stalinist horrors. He reacted to them, in his actions and
words, with a courageous defense of the human person in its
dignity before God. His defense of the human person, further-
more, isbased essentially on truth, on the human person's ability
to hear and discover the truth about the world, about himself,
and about God. Pope John Paul Il reminds usthat human beings
are individual substances of arational nature, and that through
their reason they can attain the splendor of truth, even in the face
of powers that do their best to extinguish the truth and annihilate
the human dignity that flows from it. They truly are powers of
darkness, for whom will triumphs over intelligence, power over
reason, and choice over life. The problem of the modern state,
furthermore, was not resolved by victory in the Second World
War and the end of the Cold War. It continues in the develop-
ment of the therapeutic and managerial state, and much of the
human drama in regard to the modern state is going on in this
very city and its suburbs. What will we have: a genuine republic
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or a Leviathan masquerading as a republic? The question is still
open, and human success, in the short term at least, is by no
means assured, but it is possible. Asthis struggle continues into
the future, it is quite appropriate that there be in this city an
embodied presence of John Paul |1, shepherd and stubborn
reminder of the dignity of man.23

I1l. CONTRASTS BETWEEN REPUBLICSAND THE MODERN STATE

Let us speak further about the choice between arepublic and
Leviathan. | would like to bring out three ways in which these
two forms of political life differ. To be more accurate, | should
not call them two forms of political life, but the form of political
life and the form of mass subjection and individualism.

(1) First of al, in the republic, and in al good political
constitutions, reason can beexercised. Men canthink and express
themselves. The republic is not possible without active human
reason. Suchreason isexercised in the founding of the city, in the
deliberations that go on to determine courses of action, and in
specifying the laws of the city and adjudicating the application of
the laws. All those who are citizens are able to enter into such
exercisesof reason; that iswhat it means to be acitizen, to be able
to enter into political reasoning. But besides these political or
prudential exercises of reason, there is also in the republic the
recognition of the power of theoretical reason, of understanding
for its own sake. Besidesthe ethical and political life of reason,
there isalife of smple understanding. Aristotle recognizesthisin
book 10 of the Nicomachean Ethics, where he says that the
highest human happiness isfound in the theoretic life, but he also
acknowledges it in avery dramatic way in book 7 of the Palitics,
chapters 2 and 3.24¢ He saysthat the life of thinking ishigher than
the political, and he impliesthat if one does not acknowledge the
excellence of the life of thinking one will try to satisfy one's thirst
for the infinite by ruling over others, and one will therefore try to

2 The conference at which this paper was originally given was held, in part, at the John
Paul Il Cultural Center in Washington, D.C.
2 Aristotle's argument is developed in Politics7.2-3, especially in 1325a31-h32.
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magnify this domination over as many people as possible, at
home and abroad, even over one's neighbors and parents and
children and friends. 25 In other words, the life of ruling isnot the
simply highest life; we have to take our bearings from something
higher. This also means that there is something in us that
transcends political life, and only when political lifeacknowledges
such transcendence can it find its proper place in human affairs.
Only then will there be limited government. What this means is
that atrue republic, acity limited by laws, will have respect for
the person as an agent of truth, both in the practical and in the
theoretical order. The reason of the human person has its own
directedness and its own appetite for truth; itisnot just atool in
the service of subrational desires.

The modern state, in contrast, asdescribed by Hobbes and em-
bodied in totalitarian forms of rule, denies the domain of truth.
For it, reason isatool. The modern state is constituted as anew
reality, asthe sovereign, by an act of sheer will by men in the state
of nature, and it exercises its own power simply for its survival
and to prevent the state of nature from returning. The sovereign
state is separate from the people and it lords over them. For
Hobbes, the metaphysical reality of the state is made up of its
own power and its own decisions. There isno truth of human
nature by which it must be measured and to which it must be
subordinated. The state determines even the kind of religion-the
grasp of transcendence-that it will tolerate. The citizens or
subjects are not agents of truth in any way; when they express
their opinions, they are, according to Hobbes, engaged in vain
posturing, not true deliberation:

For there is no reason why every man should not naturally mind his own
private, than the public business, but that here he seesa meansto declare his
eloguence, whereby he may gain the reputation of being ingenious and wise,
and returning home to his friends, to his parents, to his wife and children,
rejoice and triumph in the applause of his dexterous behavior. 26

25 Politics 7.3.1325a34-41.

26 Thomas Hobbes, De Cive 10, §15. See aso chapter 1, §2: "All free congress ariseth
either from mutual poverty or from vainglory." | have used Hobbes's own translation of this
work; see Thomas Hobbes, Man and Citizen, ed. Bernard Gert (Garden City, N.Y.:
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For Hobbes, the sovereign's will alone should determine public
affairs, and even the religious opinions of people have to be
segregated into privacy. Such religious beliefs have no public
standing as possible truths and cannot be presented as such.2?
George Orwell was not wrong when in 1984 he has the
totalitarian O'Brien controlling not only what one should do, but
aso how and what one should think, even in mathematics. 28
There is nothing to transcend the sovereign; as Hobbes's
predecessor and guide, Niccolo Machiavelli, put it, any ideal or
best kingdoms, whether Christian or Greek, are figments of the
imagination, imaginary kingdoms, that bring about ruin rather
than preservation. 29

In this political viewpoint, intelligence becomes merely
calculation and pragmatic coping with the material needs of life.
Even the socia contract is just the work of calculating reason.
Reason is not insight into truth, because there are no natures or
forms of things to be understood. There isonly the calculation of
consequences. The epistemological skepticism of modernity isnot
unrelated to its metaphysics and political philosophy. Indeed,
Hobbes's understanding of men as machines and thinking as
mechanical motion, which is presented at the beginning of
Leviathan, 3 isalso not unrelated to his political philosophy: this
ishow human beings must understand themselves if they are to
subject themselves to Leviathan. It is how the philosophical
spokesman for Leviathan wantsthem to understand themselves.
The mechanistic interpretation of human beings offered to us by

Doubleday, 1972).

27 On the essentially public character of Christian belief, see Francis X. Slade, "Was 1st
Aufldlirung? Notes on Maritain, Rorty, and Bloom, With Thanks but No Apologies to
Immanuel Kant," in Daniel Mcinerny, ed., Tbe Common Things: Essays on Thomism and
Education (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1999), 48-68.

28 On Orwell's insight into the reality of the Soviet system, see Alain Besanlron,La
falsification du bien: Soloviev et Orwell (Paris: Julliard, 1985). The second part of the book
isentitled, "Orwell oulajustification du mal." Besanlron'svork aboundsin striking phrases.
In describing the radical falsity of modem totalitarian rule, he speaks of "ce mensonge
universe!" (176), and he says, "Un homme sans memoire est d'une plasticite absolue. Il est
recree Achague instant” (183).

2 Machiavelli makes this claim in the famous chapter 15 of The Prince.

30 Seethe Introduction and first six chapters of Leviathan.
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reductive forms of cognitive science, in which mind isreplaced by
brain and human beings are not seen as agents -of truth, is
teleologically ordered toward the modern state in its pure form.

This then isthe first contrast | wish to draw between classical
and modern political philosophy: modern thought subtracts the
issue of truth from the domain of politics, but a republic ac-
knowledges both practical and theoretical truth and the human
person's ability to attain it. We might ask ourselveswhich of these
two options is characteristic of our political culture.

(2) The second point | wish to make isthat modern political
thought considers the state to be an inevitable development in the
history of humanity. For Aristotle, the various congtitutions come
and go as events move along and people respond to them. There
iISno necessary destiny driving them on and nothing isdefinitive;
circumstances and choices permit now this form, now that to
prevail, and sometimes the political society falls into tyranny.
Aristotle encourages usto do the best we can in the situations in
which we find ourselves. Political lifeis an exercise of prudence.

In the modern understanding, and especially in the twist that
German idealism and Hegel have given it, the modern state isa
definitive achievement. No further prudential and philosophical
reflection is necessary concerning political society, because the
final answer has been reached in the evolution of world history.
This iswhy we take it for granted that what we call democracy
should be installed everywhere, and why we call countries in
which it does not exist "undeveloped" countries, or, more
hopefully, countries "on the way to development.” This belief in
the historical necessity of the modern state might also explain
why political philosophy has been studied in departments of
political science, not in departments of philosophy, in Catholic
and non-Catholic institutions alike. The political question isnot
open any longer. The state is a necessary thing-generated by
historical if not cosmic necessity-and hence it is an object of
social science, not of fundamental philosophical reflection.
Nature has been overcome by history, and the unsettled argu-
ments about who should rule and what form of government
should prevail, the disputes among parties, can now be put to
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rest. The declarations of the end of history proposed by Alex-
andre Kojeve and Francis Fukuyama are related to this under-
standing of the modern state.

In contrast with this view of modern politics, | would claim
that human nature has not changed, that political lifeisthe same
now as it aways has been, and that what is truly civic and
political in modern states is precisely what is still functioning as
arepublic, asarule of laws, in which people are citizens and not
subjects, in which it is still possible to deliberate and voice
opinions about how we should live, where we can still express
ourselves about the noble and thejust, and can ask whether the
laws we live under are or are not in conformity with the ends of
human nature and the truth about man.

In order to foster true political life, it is necessary for us to
change our understanding of the history of philosophy. It is
necessary for usto overcome the segmentation of philosophy into
ancient, medieval, and modern. We must avoid thinking that we
can only understand philosophers as the products of their
historical circumstances, the products of their epoch. We must
recover the idea that philosophy is a perennia thing, that there
are philosophical truths that persist throughout all periods and
ages, and that there is a truth about human nature and about
political lifethat has been there all along. Human nature does not
change, and the nature of political life does not change either.
The thing we have to relativize historically isthe modern state,
not the political life that we find described in Aristotle. The
modern state can be explained by itshistorical circumstancesand
it can be transcended. Aristotle has brought to light the nature of
political life, while Machiavelli, Hobbes, and their followers have
described and fabricated a construct, onethat isnot in keeping
with human nature, human reason, or the human person, one
that can be explained by the historical circumstances of its
emergence.

(3) We have contrasted the republic and the modern state in
regard to the issueof truth and in regard to the issue of historical
inevitability. The third contrast | wish to draw between the
republic and the modern state concerns the relationship each of
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these forms of rule have toward other social authorities and other
communities, such asthe family, the Church, private associations,
unions, businesses, educational institutions, and the like. The
republic presupposes prepolitical societies. It does not claim to
fabricate men or to make men human. It assumesthat familiesand
neighborhoods, churches and private associations, can all dotheir
irreplaceable work informing human beings, and it facilitates and
crowns their work by its own, by establishing the city under laws,
the city that both presupposes such prepolitical societies and
brings them to their own perfection. This assumption of
prepolitical societiesisexpressed in Aristotle's Politics by the fact
that the household istreated in book 1 as a presupposition of
political life, and in that book Aristotle says, "For the political art
does not make men. "3t The city makes citizens, but it does not
make human beings.

The sovereign state, in contrast, the Leviathan, levels all
prepolitical communities and authorities. 1t makes a clean sweep.
The only private societiesthat it tolerates are those that it permits
to exist for its own purposes. Instead of assuming prepolitical
societies and bringing them to a higher perfection, the modern
state is related to individuals, which it takes out of the state of
nature and transforms into a human condition. This change is
vividly expressed by Rousseau, who in On The Social Contract,
describes the legidlator or the founder asfollows:

The man who makes bold to undertake the founding of a people should feel
within himself the capacity to-if | may put it so-change human nature: to
transform each individual ... into a part of alarger whole, from which hein
a sense draws hislife and being.32

We have seen attempts in twentieth-century regimes to displace
and replace the family itself, as well as neighborhoods,
educational ingtitutions, and charitable entities such as hospitals
by massive governmental bureaucracies and mobilizations. The

31 Politics1.10.1258a21-22.
32 Jean Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract, trans. Willmoore Kendall (New York:
Henry Regnery Co., 1954), book 2, chap. 7, pp. 57-58.
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homo sovieticus was only the most extreme form of this titanic
totalitarian effort, and we can seewhat it did to people who lived
under it and were its targets. Human cloning and the artificia
conception of human life may be a Western scientific version of
the same thing. But a coherent society is not possible in a
Hobbesian state, because such a state isnot in keeping with the
nature of man.

V. CONCLUDING PRACTICAL REMARKS

| have discussed both classical political philosophy-which |
would characterize not as classical but as perennial-and the
modern state, and | have tried to draw some contrasts between
them. We have discussed them in regard to three issues; first,
whether or not they acknowledge truth and human reason;
second, whether they are the outcome of prudential achievement
or historical inevitability; and third, whether or not they ac-
knowledge prepolitical human beings, societies, and authorities.
It should be obvious that the issues weare discussing are of great
human importance. Human life can beterribly tortured by forms
of association that destroy political life, and political life can be
destroyed by rampant individualism no lessthan by totalitarian
regimes. Modern individualism-what iscalledliberal individual-
ism-harms the person slowly and silently through a notion of
freedom as absence of any and al constraints on the individual's
choice; liberal individualism thus undermines its own moral
preconditions of self-control, self-governance, and internal, moral
freedom. At the other extreme, the collectivism of communism
and fascism harms the person suddenly and directly and loudly,
through a violent abuse of power that destroys freedom, both
external and internal. Thus the two seemingly different modern
regimes both destroy the person, athough in different ways.

The central question of the last part of my paper is, in what
way can the human person be protected, preserved, and enhanced
in our modern political context? Can we draw up some agenda
items, astasksfor academic life, for the Catholic Church, and for
ourselves?
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The practical task isfor the Church to continue to be activein
her defense of the human person. Shehasin fact done soin things
like the Solidarity movement, pro-life causes both in particular
countries and internationally, in her educational system, and in
her health-care institutions. In other words, the Church herself
should continue to act in the public domain. Precisely by
defending and exercising her own right to be independent, she
creates awider space for political lifefor others aswell. Political
liberty can be preserved only by being exercised.

In a more theoretical domain, the Church can pay greater
attention to issues of political philosophy in her academic
institutions and even in her seminaries and centers that train
people for ministry. It is important to educate people for
citizenship, and this does not just mean informing them about the
procedures of voting and the mechanisms of government. If men
and women are to be citizens, they must be educated about what
isat stakein political life, and they must be made better aware of
how civic life can be lost. They need a vocabulary for political
matters, and the Church can help them acquire it. The clergy and
religious should aso be helped to understand the nature of
political life, lest they become unwitting collaborators in the
triumph of the modern sovereign state.s3

In particular, the Church should insist on the role of truth in
human life and the relevance of truth to political society. In this
domain there are awhole cluster of issues of great personal and
political significance. It isimportant to teach both students and
parishioners about them, but it is also important to deepen our
theoretical understanding of these concepts, and to make room
for them in the contemporary cultural and theological conver-
sation. To be more specificabout these theoretical issues,it would
be important, first, to validate the fact that truth isobtainable, to
show that the human mind isableto discover truth, and to spell
out the various kinds of truth and the force and extent of each.
To do this isnot a mere exercise in epistemology, but a defense

33 See Alain Besanl;on,La confusion des langl,1€5: La criseideol ogiquede I'Eglise (Paris:
Camann-Levy, 1978). An earlier, lessforceful version of this work appeared as an essay,
"The Confusion of Tongues," Daedalus108 (Spring 1979): 21-44.
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of the human person as an agent of truth. To defend the
possibility of truth isto defend human dignity. The encyclicals
Fides et ratio and Veritatis splendor, as well as the apostolic
congtitution F.x corde&clesiae, are a marvelous charter for this
effort. Second, it would be essential to clarify what is meant by
human nature and to show how we can speak about human
nature. One of the central concepts that needs to be clarified and
defended in this respect is the concept of teleology, not only in
regard to human nature but in regard to things like life, politics,
and religion. Things have ends built into them, and natural ends,
the natural perfections of things, are not overridden by the
purposes we might have, purposes that we might impose on
things. We cannot understand anything unlesswe know what its
end is, that is, unlesswe know what it iswhen it isacting at its
best.34

These issues of truth, human nature, and teleology lie very
deeply hidden within contemporary political life. They are at the
heart of many current controversies. If the Church were able to
formulate them well, and use her educational institutions to
develop and teach them, she would be engaged in politics in the
best and most appropriate way: not in particular, partisan
political activity, but in what we could call the "higher politics,”
the understanding of human life in its principles and in its
excellence. The Church in her teaching and in her educationa
institutions should not measure herself simply by the norms set by
the secular world. Sheshould set her own agenda, drawing on her
own tradition and inspiration. Through her tradition of natural
law, the Church has the resources to redefine the contemporary
political conversation in terms of the ends of human nature. By
witnessing to the truth the Church would be defending the human
person, and would thus make a unique contribution to our

34 For an excellent philosophical treatment of teleology, see two papers by Francis X.
Slade: "On the Ontological Priority of Endsand ItsRelevanceto the Narrative Arts," in Alice
Ramos, ed., Beauty, Art, and the Polis (Washington, D.C.. The Catholic University of
America Press, 2000), 58-69; and "Ends and Purposes,” in Richard Hassing, ed., Final
Causality in Nature and Human Affairs (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of
America Press, 1997), 83-85.
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contemporary culture and civiclife. Shewould also continue the

spirit and teaching of one of her greatest figures, Pope John Paul
11.3s

35| am grateful to Richard Hassing, V. Bradley Lewis, and Francis X. Slade for comments
made on earlier drafts of this paper.
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I T IS HARDLY POSSIBLE to read the encyclical Fides et ratio
without being struck by its insistence upon the need for

philosophy, and especially metaphysics, in Christian theology.
Among the many reasons cited for this need, one stands out as
fundamental.

The word of God refers constantly to things which transcend human
experience and even human thought; but this "mystery" could not berevealed,
nor could theology render it in some way intelligible, were human knowledge
limited strictly to the world of sense experience. Metaphysics thus plays an

essential role of mediation in theological research. Gohn Paul 11, F«Jeset ratio,
§83)

The following study concerns a particular case of this sort of
mediating role of metaphysics in theology. It is a small but
dominant element in St Thomas Aquinass doctrine of the
Eucharist: his account of the nature of the sacramental
conversion, or what istraditionally called transubstantiation.

What has suggested this study to me is a recent article by
Germain Grisez on Jesus substantial presence in the Eucharist.?
Grisez takes issuewith St. Thomas's doctrine. Not only histheme,
but also his attacks on Thomas, have much to do with
"metaphysical mediation."

1 Germain Grisez, "An Alternative Theology of Jesus Substantial Presence in the

Eucharist,” Irish TheologicalQuarterly 65 no. 2 (2000): 111-31; cited hereafter by page
number alone.
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Grisez is not accusing Thomas of teaching things contrary to
the faith (113). Rather, he is delivering judgment from the
standpoint proper to the theologian, that of "faith seeking
understanding.” His charge isthat a number of Thomas's centra
positions on Christ's presence in the Eucharist are simply
unintelligible.

Of these positions, all but one have to do with the accidents
found in the sacrament (either those of the bread and wine, or
Jesus own) and their relation to the substance of Jesus body and
blood. The other position concerns transubstantiation.

Grisez's objections are all serious and worth pondering, even
if none is actually fatal to Thomas's account.2 The strongest, |
think, isthe one about transubstantiation. 3 With aview to better
understanding Thomas, | also find it the most fruitful to engage.
As | hope we shall see, not least among the results is an
appreciation of the truly theological nature of the account.

|. THE OBJECTION

The purpose of the doctrine of transubstantiation isto specify
the kind of change that takes place when the sacrament of the
Eucharist is performed. Before the priest utters the words of the
consecration-"This is my body,” "This is the cup of my
blood" -the host and the contents of the chalice are bread and
wine. Afterwards, they are the body and blood of Christ. As
Thomas seesit, this change must consist in the conversion of the
substance of the bread into the substance of Christ's body, and the

2 Considering them fatal, Grisez goes on to propose avastly different account of Jesus
presence in the sacrament. | shall not discuss Grisez's own proposal inany detail. He presents
it only asahypothesis, and he assures usthat if he thought that one could reasonably accept
Aquinas's account, he would not question it (113).

3This may not be Grisez's view. What he seemsto find most problematic isThomas's view
that the accidents of the bread and wine subsist without asubject. In general this does appear
to be the most controversial aspect of the doctrine. But | find Grisez's particular objection to
it lessdifficult to resolve than the one concerning transubstantiation. In any case, it seemsto
me that the transubstantiation issue should be addressed first. In all of Thomas's systematic
treatments of the sacrament, the discussion of transubstantiation precedes and determines his
positions on the other matters. SeelV Sent., dd. 8-12; ScG 1V, cc. 63-68; STh lll, qg. 75-80.
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conversion of the substance of the wine into the substance of his
blood (STh Ill, g. 75, a. 4). Grisez recognizes that this is in
accordance with conciliar teaching both before and after Thomas
(111-12), and so far he has no objection.

In Thomas's account, however, the sacramental conversion has
something unique about it. In contrast with al other types of
conversion, this one has no "subject,” in the proper sense of the
term. There is no underlying substrate that undergoes it, no
material component that belongs first to one term of the conver-
sion and then to the other. This means that nothing in the sub-
stance of the bread, not even its matter, is carried over to the
body of Christ.4 The whole substance of the bread passes away,
leaving the substance of Christ's body in its stead. According to
Thomas, it isin view of this unique feature that the sacramental
conversion isgiven the special name "transubstantiation” (SThll,
g. 75, a. 4). He judgesthat such a change exceeds the capacity of
any created agency. It can happen only through the power of
God.

Of course this is in God's power only if it is something
possible in itself, something conceivable or intelligible. What
Grisez finds unintelligible is a conversion in which the first term
contributes nothing of itself to the reality of the second. "The
very idea of converting A into B seems to me to imply that
something of A contributes to the reality of B" (119).

Grisez assures usthat he is not simply rejecting the notion of
aconversion of a"whole" substance into another substance. He
thinks it can be meaningful to speak of such aconversion. But he
has his own way of understanding it. He takes it to mean a
"substantial change without residue” (123). In such a change,
nothing having the nature of the first substance remains. The
matter of the first substance, however, does remain. It takes on
the nature of the second substance. The change is a trans
formation (ibid.). Yet the "whole" first substance is changed, in
the sense that no portion of it stays untransformed. All of its

4The bread isturned into abody that existseven before the change, with itsown matter,
distinct from the matter of the bread. Thomas provides an imaginary illustration: the
conversion of "this finger" into "that finger" (ScG1V, c. 63, 87, Nunc autem).
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material isintegrated into the second substance. None of the first
substance is left. On this account, the Eucharist is not the only
real example of such aconversion. For instance, when the corpse
of Lazarus was brought back to life, Grisez says, "it is surely
meaningful, and it seems correct, to say that the corpse's whole
substance became Lazaruss again-living self. All the corpse's
material was reconstituted into Lazaruss living body, leaving
nothing behind" (118).

In Thomas's conception, the matter of the first substanceisnot
incorporated into the second substance. It is simply eliminated.
The conversion is not a mere transformation. It is a sheer
succession from one whole substance to another. Grisez does not
think that such a succession can deserve to be called aconversion.
The terms of aconversion must have acommon element. Thomas
isemptying the word "conversion” of its meaning.

Aquinas holds that one can rightly say that the body of Christ comes from the
bread and that the substance of the bread isconverted into Christ's body. But
in saying these things, one can only mean, on hisview, that the bread was the
antecedent for Jesus' coming to be in the sacrament by a processin which the
antecedent contributes nothing whatever to what follows from it. (118-19)

One might wonder why Thomas even employs such language.

Of course, even on Aquinass view, the bread and wine are necessary
antecedents both becauseJesusused them when heingtituted the sacrament and
because they leave behind accidents that serve as the sacramental sign under
which Jesus is present and in which he is contained. But those requirements
could have been met by saying that the bread and the wine are annihilated and
replaced by Jesus' body and blood. And thisway of putting matters might seem
amore accurate account of what Aquinasthinks is happening: first one reality
isthere and then it no longer exists, its place being taken by a second reality
that has nothing whatever in common with the first. (119)

Grisez explains why Thomas insists on speaking of a
conversion.

Aquinas, however, rejects any account involving annihilation. He think such an
account would require that Jesus replace the bread and wine by moving from
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heaven into the elements, with the result that he would be in as many different

places as there are consecrated species-something Aquinas considers
impossible. (119)

This isthe decisive point for Thomas: the body of Christ cannot
begin to exist in the sacrament by any change in the body itself
(STh lIl, g. 75, a 2). It must do so by a change undergone by
something else. The bread must be changed into it. So he adopts
the language of conversion. The bread is converted into the body
of Christ, by the power of God.

Grisez's charge isthat if the bread and the body of Christ have
nothing in common, this language is meaningless. Evidently he
judgesthat if the bread does not contribute anything, then asfar
as bringing about the body of Christ is concerned, it is super-
fluous. Itisno better than nothing. It may aswell be annihilated.

Grisez notes that Thomas himself perceives a need to identify
some sort of subject for the sacramental conversion. Thomas
observesthat the bread and the body of Christ are not things that
exist in a subject. Hence there can be no subject underlying the
change from one to the other. "So," he says, "since this
substantial conversion implies a certain order of the substances,
one of which is converted into the other, it exists asin a subject
in both substances, in the way that order and number do."5 Grisez
sees this as a rather desperate attempt to avoid the kind of
problem that he israising. He counters:

That explanation confuses logic with reality. Logically,the concepts of bread
and of Jesus' body can serve together as the subject of conversion, functioning
as atwo-term relational predicate (just as those concepts can serve together as
the subjects of ordering and numbering predicates). But if, as Aquinas
maintains, there is no real continuity between the bread and Jesus' body, the
two substances share nothing that could make them be together the subject of
anything real. Y et transubstantiation isareal conversion. (120)

The issue, then, iswhether the very notion of "a conversion”
can be saved in Thomas's conception of transubstantiation. If not,

5 STh lll, g. 75, a 4, ad 1. (fhroughout this paper, trandations of passages from St
Thomas are mine.)
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then the conception must be judged unintelligible. "And sincethe
unintelligible isimpossible, not even God can do it" (119).

Il. THE CONVERSION OF A WHOLE SUBSTANCE

Before examining Thomas's conception, we should say
something about Grisez's own way of understanding aconversion
of one whole substance into another. Ashe reminds us (112), the
Council of Trent's Decree on the Eucharist uses this language.6
But | find it quite implausible that the council could have meant
it in hisway, or even in away compatible with his.”

Grisez givesthe term "whol€" a quantitative sense. It refersto
"every bit" of the substance. A whole substanceisconverted when
no portion of it isleft behind or nothing with its nature remains.
All of its matter takes on the nature of another substance. The
"whole" corpse of Lazarus was converted into living Lazarus in
this sense: no part of the corpse stayed dead.

This way of distinguishing between the conversion of a
"whole" substance and the conversion of only a part or portion
of a substance is certainly intelligible. It can aso have useful
applications. For instance, we might point out that in digestion,
normally only a portion of the food is converted into a living
body. Another portion isleft over and expelled as residue.

But can this possibly be what Trent means in speaking of the
conversion of the "whole" substance of the bread and wine into

6 "Quoniam autem Christus redemptor noster corpus suumid, quod sub specie panis
offerebat, vere esse dixit, ideo persuasum semper in EcclesiaDei fuit, idque nunc denuo
sancta haec Synodus declarat: per consecrationem panis et vini conversionem fieri totius
substantiae panisin substantiam corporis Christi Domini nostri, et totius substantiae vini in
substantiam sanguiniseius. Quae conversio convenienter et proprie asanctacatholica Ecclesia
transsubstantiatio est appellata’ (DS 1642, emphasis added). "Si quisdixerit, in sacrosancto
Eucharisiae sacramento remanere substantiam panis et vini una cum corpore et sanguine
Domini nostri lesu Christi, negaveritque mirabilem illam et singularem conversionem totius
substantiae panisin corpus et totius substantiae vini in sanguinem, manentibus dumtaxat
speciebus panis et vini, quam quidem conversionem catholica Ecclesia aptissime
transsubstantiationem appellat: anathema sit" (DS 1652, emphasis added).

71 am not addressing Grisez's suggestion thatTrent might be open to the possibility that
the immediate terminus ad quern of the sacramental conversion not be the whole substance
of Christ's body and blood (124). The issuehere iswhat ismeant by “the whole substance of
the bread” and "the whole substance of the wine."
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the substance of Christ's body and blood? What would its point
be? 1t would serve to prevent usfrom thinking that only a portion
of the bread in the consecrated host has been converted into the
body of Christ, while another portion has remained bread. But
who would think that? Some of the bread isconverted, and some
iIsnot? Thisisnot at all the doctrine of "impanation,” according
to which the body of Christ comes to exist in the host together
with the bread. On that doctrine, none of the bread is converted.
The Council of Trent wascertainly concerned to rule out impana-
tion. But if someone grants that the consecration does convert at
least apart of the bread into the body of Christ, why would he or
she think that another part has to remain unconverted? Has
anyone ever held such aview?

On the other hand, at least one theologian prior to Trent did
hold a view remarkably similar to Grisez's. Early in the 14th
century, the Dominican theologian Durand of Saint
objected strongly to Aquinas's account of transubstantiation. & He
held that a conversion in which no component of the first term
remains "isnot intelligible."° On hisview, one thing isconvertible
into another only if they have matter in common. The very
notion of aconversion implies an underlying subject. The subject
would be what makes the difference between the conversion of
the bread and its annihilation. 1© Durand also proposed an
aternative much like Grisez's. He suggested that the sacramental
conversion resembles the conversion of food into that which is
fed. It would be akind of transformation. The matter of the bread
would lose the nature of bread and take on ashare in the nature
of the body of Christ. 11

Of course Durand did not think that any portion of the bread
was left unconverted. Yet he did not at all seek to describe
transubstantiation asa"conversion of awhole substance." On the
contrary, taking that expression in Thomass sense, he argued

8 Durandi aSancto Porciano, In PetriLombardi SententiasTheol ogicasCommentariorum
libri1v, vol. 2 (Venetiis: Ex typographia Guerra, 1621; republished by The Gregg Press
Incorporated, Ridgewood N.J., 1964), IV, d. 11, qq. 2-3, pp. 318vb-320ra.

91bid., g. 3, 85 (near the end), p. 319vb; cf. . 2, 8§11, p. 319rh.

101bid., g. 2, 86, p. 319ra; q. 3, §4, p. 319va.

1 |bid., g. 3, 85, p. 319vh.
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directly against its application to the Eucharist. He simply did not
feel bound to speak of transubstantiation as a conversion of a
whole substance. While acknowledging that this was what was
commonly said and taught, he insisted that it was licit to take an
opposing view, because the teaching of the Church left the
question open. 2 When Durand was writing, in fact, the Church
had not yet defined transubstantiation as a conversion of a
"whole" substance.

Durand's position did not go unnoticed. Two centuries later,
Cardina Cajetan, in his commentary on the Summa Theologiae
(a1, g. 75, a. 4), spent agood deal of effort on its refutation. 13
Cajetan's commentary waswritten thirty or forty yearsbefore the
Tridentine Decree on the Eucharist.

In the background of the decree, then, we find that the
description of transubstantiation as a "conversion of a whole
substance" was a matter of some dispute. We also find that both
sides understood the description as Thomas did. No onetook it
to refer merely to "al of the bread in the host." It referred to the
whole substance of al of the bread, that is, to everything entering
into the constitution of the bread's substance. The decree's
intended meaning must therefore be at least very close to
Thomas's. It would then have a clear point: to exclude a position
like Durand's (or Grisez's). It would mark the difference between
transubstantiation and mere substantial transformations. It would
mean a substantial conversion that completely eliminates one
substance, leaving awholly distinct substance in its stead. 14

22 1hid., g. 3, 85 (near the end) & 86, p. 319vh.

13 Cajetan's whole discussion of S'h 111, g. 75, a.4 merits study (Sancti Thomae Aquinatis,
Opera omnia, lussu impensaque Leonis XIII P.M. edita, vol. XIIl: Tertia pars summae
theologiae, a Q. 60 ad Q. 90, cum commentariis Thomae de Vio Caietani [Roma: ex
typographia polyglottaS.C.dePropaganda Fide, 1906], pp. 168-72). SectionsX-XVI concern
Durand. Cajetan's analysisof the conversion isquite technical; | shall not attempt asummary
of it. But in what follows | draw a good deal from it, especialy as regards the analogy
between the sacramental conversion and atransformation. There isonly onepoint on which
| would take issuewith it (see below, n. 35).

14 Grisez argues that the Fathers of Trent "meant to alow for theological differences
among themselves and their advisers," sothat even if in fact most or all of them understood
the canons on the Eucharist in light of Thomas's theology, there would still be room for
dogmatic development (124). | do not wish to quarrel with this. But as Grisez says, "what the
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[ll. THE "SUBJECT" OF THE CONVERSION

| now turn to the main issue: whether such a succession of
substances can be understood to consist in a conversion of one
into the other. The lack of an underlying subject does raise a
serious question about the possibility of such aconversion. Before
attempting to formulate the question with precision, it is
necessary to correct two points in Grisez's report of Thomas's
account of the conversion.

The first point concerns the subject of the sacramental
conversion. As we saw, Thomas says that the two substances
themselves somehow serve as the conversion's subject. Grisez
thinks he is confusing logic with reality. | see no such confusion.

The text in question is a reply to an objection against the
possibility of the conversion of bread into the body of Christ. The
objection and reply are as follows.

[Objection] Every conversion is a certain change. But in every change there
must be asubject that isfirst in potency and then in act. For asit saysin Physics
111, motion is the act of something existing in potency. But no subject of the
substance of the bread and the body of Christ can be assigned, because, as it
saysin the Categories,it pertains to the notion [ratio] of a substance not to
exist in a subject. So it cannot be that the whole substance of the bread is
converted into the body of Christ....

[Reply] The objection concerns formal change, becauseit is proper to form
to exist in matter or in a subject. But the objection does not apply to the
conversion of awhole substance. So, since this substantial conversion implies
an order of substances, of which one is converted into another, it existsasin
asubject in both substances, in the way that order and number do. (STh 1ll, g.
75, a4,0b.1& ad 1)

It is dear that Thomas is not first ssimply denying that the
conversion has a subject and then simply positing one. He is
denying that it has a subject in the proper sense: a materia
substrate, something that isin potency to it. What he goes on to
posit is only something that the conversion exists in "as' in a

Council asserts by those canons should be determined by interpreting them in away that
accounts reasonably for their text considered inits historical context" (ibid.). | do not think
that he offers areasonable interpretation of totius substantiae.
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subject (sicut in subiecto). The conversion has a subject only in
some qualified sense. In the next article, in fact, Thomas refers
back to this one and saysexplicitly that the conversion does not
properly have asubject (SThlll, g. 75, a. 5, ad 4).

However, Thomas's procedure does raise a question. Exclud-
ing a material substrate, and so answering the objection, only
seems to require invoking the distinction (drawn in the body of
the same article) between a"formal" change, or atransformation,
and a conversion of a whole substance, a transubstantiation.
Having invoked this distinction, why does he go on, seemingly
out of hisway or even at cross-purposes, to argue in favor of
some sort of subject?

| do not think he istrying desperately to answer an objection
like Grisez's. Nor ishe even really going out of hisway. Instead,
he is simply attending to something else mentioned in the
objection. Thisisthat it pertains to the notion of a substance not
to exist in a subject. To have no subject at all is proper to
substances. If the sacramental conversion's nature were such that
it could not have asubject inany sense, then the conversion itself
would be a substance! 15 It must have some sort of subject, even if
not in the unqualified or proper sense.

How then should we understand the conversion's subject?
Thomas seemsto follow the rule given at the start of the reply: "it
is proper to form to exist in matter or in asubject." He treats the
conversion asasort of form. One thing isconverted into another.
We analyze the concrete fact in abstract terms and speak of "the
conversion." Wetreat it in the manner of aform. The conversion
is "of one thing into another." It involves order ("into") and
number (the two things). These are kinds of form. Their subject
is constituted by the terms of the order and the units of the
number. So the conversion's terms, the two substances, are a sort
of subject for it.

5Cf. IV Sent., d. 11, 9. 1,a 3, ga. 1, obj. 3: "aconversion isin some way [ quodammodo]
an accident." Presumably Thomas does not mean by this that conversions are only with
respect to accidental genera of being. He is talking precisely about a certain type of
substantial conversion. But although it regards the genus of substance, it isnot itself akind
of substance. It does not subsist, and neither does it belong to the very essence of any
subsistent thing.
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Thomas denies that this is a subject in the unqualified or
proper sense. | would suggest that hisreason isthat it isnot even
an unqualifiedly "real" subject. Inaway it isonly alogical one. 16

The conversion is a kind of succession, which is a type of
relation. 7 The two substances are the subject of this relation.
Now, insofar as things are in succession, they are not
simultaneous. When one is, the other isnot. 8 They do not exist
together. Nor then can they form areal unity. Of course, each of
them, in itself, is something real. But their unity, as a subject of
this relation, exists only in the apprehension of reason. Hence
they only constitute a logical subject, a subject of predication.
They are not a subject in the proper sense, because they do not
provide real matter or potency for some form or act.1®

Thomas is not confusing logic and reality; in fact, he is being
especially careful to distinguish them. At the sametime, it should
be observed that what | am calling the merely "logical" status of
the subject of the conversion has nothing at all to do with the
absence of material continuity. It is simply a result of the

16 | do not mean by this what Grisez means. He saysthat Thomas has only shown that
conversion can function asa predicate, with the concepts of bread and of Jesus' body asits
subject. Taken at face value, this is hard to understand. To predicate conversion of the
concepts would be to say that the concept of bread is converted into the concept of Jesus
body! What Grisez must mean isthat on Thomas's account, evenif "the bread isconverted
into the body of Christ" respects the logic of its terms-it is awell-formed sentence-it
cannot possibly be true. What | mean isthat athough the real bread and the rea body of
Christ arewhat constitute the subject, they do so only in the apprehension of reason, not in
themselves.

17 SeelV Sent., d. 11,q9. 1,a 3,ga. 1, ad 3.

18 Of course, prior to the conversion, the bread and the body of Christ do exist
simultaneously, somewhere; the nonsimultaneity and the succession between them iswith
respect to their existence in the sacrament.

19|sthe relation of successionitself a"rea" relation? InlV Sent,, d. 11,g. 1,a 3, ga 1,
ad 3, Thomas saysthat it issomething real "in the bread, which is changed" (whereas the
body of Christ remains unchanged). Y et previously in the same work he saysthat "a rea
relation requires that both of the extremes bein act" (I Sent., d. 26, g. 2, a 1). In the later
De Potentia, . 7, a. 11, one of hisexamples of amere relation of reason isthat of something
present to something future. (Cf. 11l Phys,, lect. 5, 8324. On relations between abeing and
anon-being asrelations of reason, see Sth |, g. 13, a 7.) At any rate it seemsclear that the
succession cannot beareal "form" or "act." It isnot even the sort of "incomplete form" or
"imperfect act" that iscalled "motion" (InlV Sent., d. 11, . 1,a 3, ga. 1, ad3). That would
require amaterial substrate.
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nonsimultaneity of the terms of the conversion. Evenin an or-
dinary change, where there ismaterial continuity; the terms of the
change do not exist simultaneously. There is a relation of suc-
cession between them, and they are a "subject” of this relation
only in a qualified sense. To be sure, such a change does have a
proper subject, a real substrate. But that subject is only a
component of the terms, not the terms themselves.

Moreover, the fact that the substancesare only alogical subject
of the succession does not at all prevent it from being a real
succession. On the contrary, if the terms were functioning
together as a real subject, then they would not be in read
succession. They would be existing simultaneously. 20

So when Thomas posits asort of subject for the conversion, he
is not trying to make up somehow for the lack of material
continuity, and he is not confused. And whether or not he is
justified in calling the substantial succession a conversion, there
are hardly grounds for saying that on his account, the bread and
the body of Christ cannot be "the subject of anything real."

IV.A REAL CHANGE UNDER THE ACCIDENTS

The second point that needs to be corrected in Grisez's report
of Thomas's account of the sacramental conversion is a lacuna.
Grisez makes no mention of the role of the sacramental species,
the accidents of the bread and wine. He does note that for
Thomas the species serve as the sacramental sign under which
Jesus is present and in which he is contained (119). But he is
silent about the fact that the species are also indispensable to the
conversion itself. They function, so to speak, as the hinge upon
which it turns.

20 Even if the succession isnot areal relation (see previous note), it can till be a rea
succession. This isnot absurd. Consider, for instance, that God's action of creation isnot a
real relation of God to creature, and yet it iscertainly areal action (SThl, q. 45, a. 3, ad |;
cf. STh I, g. 13, a. 7). What it means for an instance of something to be "real" depends on
what sort of thing it is. There isreal evil, even though evil is not a positive act or a rea
"being." A real succession would be one that is neither fictitious nor merely metaphorical
(e.g., the atemporal "succession" of numbers in a series).
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It is not sufficient, in order to understand the succession of
substances as a conversion, to consider the accidents. But for
Thomas, itiscertainly necessary. A conversion isacertain kind of
change. The accidents are needed in order make it possible to
speak of any genuine sort of change.in the succession from the
bread to the body of Christ,2! for they are the only thing that
remains intact throughout the succession.

Thomas insiststhat there can be areal change (mutatio) only
where something remains the samethroughout. "It pertains to the
very notion of achange that something one and the same be now
disposed otherwise than before" (STh, g. 45, a. 2, ad 2). If one
thing ceases and another begins, that might sufficeto speak of
some sort of order of succession between them; but there is not
a genuine change unless there is a constant third item that is
diversified through the succession. Thisiswhy the creation of the
world was not achange (ibid.). There was no third thing that first
had non-being and then being. In contrast with creation, Thomas
says, transubstantiation agreeswith natural change (transmutatio)
in this, that "in both, something one and the same remains.. ..
But in different ways, for in anatural change the same matter or
subject remains, while in this sacrament the same accidents
remain" (SThlll, g. 75, a 8).

Thomas is very clear about the fact that the accidents of the
bread are not areal subject or matter for the sacramental change.
Still, he grants that insofar as they remain throughout, they do
bear a resemblance to a subject of change (SThlll, g. 75, a. 5, ad
4). They are like a subject precisely in their being "disposed now
otherwise than before." Beforethe consecration, the sacramental
speciescontained bread; now they contain the body of Christ. We
can even say that they "undergo” a change, a change in
"contents."

The term "undergo” here does not signify the role of atrue
and proper subject of change. The speciess relation to the

2 Further on we shall see that the accidents-also play a role in making the change

intelligible precisely as a conversion, insofar asthey mediate the reference of the pronoun
"this" in the sacramental formula.
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"contents' isnot that of matter to form or potency to act. But it
would be amistake, | believe, to think that the Eucharistic change
isthe only one in which what is said to "undergo" the change is
not a subject of it in the proper sense. Consider these examples:
a house undergoes a change in occupants; acar changes owners,
adancer changes partners. In each case, that which is spoken of
as the change's subject-the room, the car, the dancer-is not a
proper subject of the change. It is not related to the objects
defining the change-the occupants, the owners, the partners-as

matter to form or potency to act. It is only something that is
"disposed now otherwise than before." Yet these are al red
changes.22

This consideration indicates that just as the lack of material
continuity does not exclude areal succession from the bread to
the body of Christ, neither does it exclude a real change. The
continuity of the accidents sufficesto display the succession as
some sort of real change, whether or not itisa'conversion." The
guestion of the conversion concerns the nature of the relation
between the two substances. But even if the accidents were simply
"emptied" of contents-even if the substance of the bread were
annihilated, and nothing at all took its place-one would surely
have to regard that asareal change.

If anything, the lack of material continuity seemsto make for
an especialy "rea" change. Even where there is material con-
tinuity, there is change only if there is also discontinuity. Con-
tinuity isthe very opposite of change. There isreal change only
if there isreal diversity between the terms. And a change would
seem to be more "rea," just insofar as the discontinuity or
diversity between itsterms is greater.

2 This isnot to dispute Thomas's remark that "in anatural change the same matter or
subject remains." If we analyze these examples, we find that they are only what we might call
"supervenient” changes, mere results of more fundamental ones. Underlying them are changes
that do have proper subjects. For instance, the dancer's change in parmers isthe result of the
first partner's stepping aside and the second parmer's stepping in. By contrast, there isno
more fundamental change or set of changes underlying the shift in the contents of the
sacramental  species.
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It isnot nonsense to speak of changes as more or lessreal. The
term "change' is not univocal. Change is found in various
categories or genera of being, which are not univocally beings.
Aristotle distinguishes four basic kinds of real change: in place, in
Size, in quality, and in substance. These are all true and proper
changes. They al yield some real diversity in the thing changed.
But the diversities are not on an equal level, because a thing's
place, size, quality, and substance do not pertain equally to its
identity or sameness. All changes yield some diversity in athing,
but the result may be more or lesstruly a diverse thing.

Thus, a change in place diversifies the thing changed only
according to an extrinsic condition, that of its surroundings. In
itself the thing is just the same. By contrast, a change in size or
quality diversifies something intrinsic to it. The diversity isin
something that is more truly its own. And in a substantia
change-a generation or a corruption-the very nature of the
thing is changed. This means that the result is without
qualification adiversething. When an animal grows, what results
is still the same individual. But when the anima dies, the
individual that wasthe animal no longer exists. What remains is
only apart or component, the matter. Substantial changeiscalled
a change in a much more absolute sense than the others are.z

In transubstantiation, as Thomas conceives it, the substantial
diversity is both in kind and in matter. 24 The substance of one
thing yieldsentirely to that of another. Only itsaccidents remain.
Thisisnot aphysical kind of change, as Aristotle's kinds are. But
if Thomas's conception is true, then transubstantiation would
seem to be in away the most rea change of all.

23 The subject of substantial change isitself very difficult to grasp. Substantial change has
a proper subject, but the subject is only a very qualified sort of being. It does not have a
complete nature of itsown. There isnothing definite that it isper se. Only the terms of the
change--what itisfrom and unqualified beings. It isnot perfectly proper to say that
one substance "becomes' or comes to be the other, e.g., that Lazarus's corpse "became’
Lazarus (118). Seebelow, n. 53. .

2 For the sequence "change in place, change in quantity or quality, generation or
corruption, transubstantiation,” seelV Sent., d. 11, 9. 1,a 3, ga 1.
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Sothere isareal succession and areal change here. Butisthere
aconversion?

V. THE TRUE PROBLEM ABOUT THE CONVERSION

Grisez never pinpoints what it is about the notion of a
conversion that makes an enduring material component appear
necessary. | think that there isindeed something, though in the
final analysisthe necessity is only apparent.

Even granting the foregoing corrections to his report of
Thomas, Grisez could still argue that if material continuity is
denied, then the only way to conceive the sacramental change is
as the annihilation of the bread and its replacement by Jesus
body. A conversion would be out of the question. On the
annihilation account, the change in the contents of the
sacramental species would only be a result. Underlying it would
be two changes, smultaneous but distinct: a change in the
bread-its ceasing to exist-and some change in the body of
Christ through which it begins to exist there where the bread
was.2s By contrast, on the conversion account, there isonly one
change, the change in the bread. The body of Christ would bethe
term of that very change. As Thomas puts it, this succession can
be called a conversion because it agrees with natural change not
only in the fact that something one and the same remains, but
alsoin the fact that one term "passes away into the other" (transit
in alterum). 26 The bread passesaway, not into nothing, but into

25 Seeabove, n. 22. The annihilation of the bread, of course, would not have a proper
subject, any more than creation does.

26 9'hlll, g. 75, a. 8. Creation cannot be called aconversion, because one term does not
upass away into" the other, asit does in anatura change and in the Eucharist. Presumably
annihilation would not be a conversion either; there isnothing that the annihilated thing
passesinto. Thomas often employs the verb transireto signify aconversion: see, e.g., 9'hl,
g. 119, a 1, where he usesit in several places to speak of the conversion of food into the
nature of what isfed. Transireliterally means uto go across' or uto pass over," or even uto
passaway." When itisused to refer to aconversion, it does not mean achange in place. The
passage is from what is distinctive about one terrn to what is distinctive about the other,
acrosswhat they havein common. In thissensethe first term al so upassesaway.” It loseswhat
distinguishes it from the second, ceasing to bewhat itsname signifies. (fhe passing away may
of course be only aqualified sort, aswhen an unbeliever isconverted into abeliever. He or
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the body of Christ. The coming to be of Christ's body in the host
starts from the bread.

This iswhat the lack of material continuity seemsto exclude.
To say that one thing is converted into another isto say that the
one isaprinciple of the other's coming to be. Nor isit merely an
indirect principle. Itisnot just something that must be gotten out
of the way, likethe first dance-partner. On the contrary, if it were
not there first, then the second term could not come to be, since
the second's coming to be starts precisely "from" it. Thus,
Thomas saysthat God uses bread "in order to make thence" (ut
faciatinde) the body of Christ (SThlll, g. 75, a 2, ad 1). Yet this
seems to imply that the first term provides some potency for the
second, something that "can be" the second and "becomes' it.
This in turn would mean that there is continuity between the
terms, since the potency would survive the change. It would be
carried over in the passage from one term to the other. But as
Grisez notes (118), Thomas deniesthat bread properly "becomes"
the body of Christ (SThll, g. 75, a 8). In the same place, he also
denies that bread properly "can be" or "will be" the body of
Christ.27

Hence the question is, in what sense does bread serve as that
from which the bringing about of the body of Christ begins, if it
does not contribute anything to Christ's body? If nothing in the
bread functions as matter or potency for the body of Christ, what
can it mean to say that the coming to be of the body of Christ in
the sacrament starts from the bread? How can the change by
which Jesus' body exists in the host be a change in the bread
alone?

VI. THE CONVERTIBILilY OF THE BREAD (A): A COMMON
NATURE OF BEING

The key text in Thomas isonethat Grisez does not consider.
Itisabrief and difficult text, and its bearing on the problem, as

she does not absolutely pass away, but only ceasesto be an unbeliever.)

27 However, Grisez overlooks an important qualification to this denial; seebelow, at n.
52.
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| have understood it, isin some respects only implicit. But when
taken together with other parts of Thomass doctrine of the
Eucharist, | believe it provides the answer.

The text isareply to another objection against the possibility
of the conversion (STh lll, g. 75, a. 4, ad 3). The body of the
article concerns the question "whether bread can be converted
into the body of Christ." Thomas of course answers affirmatively.
At the sametime, he makesit clear from the start that he does not
mean to ascribe to bread any natural capacity or potential by
which it "can be" converted into the body of Christ.?8 Instead,
citing Ambrose, Thomas insists that this conversion is "not like
natural conversions." It is"atogether supernatural,” effected by
the sole power of God. A "natural” conversion, onethat occurs
"according to the laws of nature” and by the natural power of a
created agent, isalwaysa"forma" conversion. It awaysconsists
in a succession of forms in one and the same subject. This is
because an agent acts only insofar as it exists in act, and every
created agent is in act according to a determinate genus and
species. What its action can bear upon is therefore only some
determinate act. The determination of athing in its actual being
isthrough itsform. So acreated agent can only effect avariation
of form (in a presupposed subject).2? But God is an infinite

28Seed'h 11, g. 75, a 8, ad 4: this conversion does not come about through a passive
power of the creature, but solely through the active power of the creator.

29Thomas isgiving areason why all conversions effected by the natural power of created
agents involve an underlying subject. In hiscommentary on Aristotle's Physics(l Phys., lect.
12, 8107), heremarks that whereas the natural philosopheronly provesby induction that all
natural productions have asubject, the metaphysician provesit by areason. For this he cites
book 7 of the MetaphysicsHe seemsto be thinking of Metaphysics?.7.1032a20-22, where
Aristotle argues that things produced by nature or by art must have matter, because there
must be a potentiality for them to be and also not to be. (Aristotle isin fact resolving the
notion of matter into the more universal, "metaphysical” notions of potency, being and not-
being. In the Summa passage, Thomas isshowing precisely what it isabout created agencies
that makes such indeterminate potency-potency to be and not to be-a necessary
presupposition.) This isinteresting, because it indicates that even from the standpoint of
"natural reason” the need for an underlying subject isnot something that issimply taken for
granted, asthough itwere auniversal and self-evident feature of change, just assuch. Instead,
the need isreasoned to, asacondition of the types of changes effected by particular types of
agency ("nature or art"). Still, the reasoning isso "elementary” -the conclusion isso close
to "first principles'-that the need for a subject can easily look axiomatic (asit does to
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actuality. His action extends to the "whole nature of being."
Hence he can effect a "conversion of a whole being." By this
Thomas evidently means a variation not only in form but also in
the indeterminate subject, the matter or potency, that a being's
form presupposes and reduces to a determinate act.3° This is a
conversion of the whole substance of athing into that of another,
a transubstantiation.

All of the article's objections have to do with what isspecial or
not "natural" about this conversion, namely, its lack of an
underlying subject. The first objection is the one we examined
earlier. It simply assumes that every change has a subject. The
second objection proceeds as though the sacramental conversion
did have asubject, the matter of the bread. But the third objection
ismore interesting for us. It goes deeper, offering a reason why
a conversion of one thing into another seems to need an
underlying subject.

The reason islaid down at the very start of the objection: "of
thingsthat are divided secundumse, one never becomes another."
This principle is explained through the example of two colors.
The color white never becomes the color black. Instead, as
Aristotle saysin the first book of the Physics, a subject of white
becomes a subject of black. A white body becomes a black body.
The reason why white does not become black is that they are
contraries. They are principles of a formal difference (the
difference between awhite body and ablack body). Difference is
a kind of division; and as the very principles of a division, the
objection says, contrary forms must be divided from each other
secundum e, just on account of themselves. The objection then
reminds us that there is also such athing as material division or
division in subject. The principles of a materia division between
two bodies, their "principles of individuation," are their diverse

Grisez); cf. IV Sent.,d. 11,9. 1,a 3,qa. 3, ad 1.

3°Cf. ITh I, g. 65, a 3: "quanto aliqua causa est superior, tanto ad plura se extendit in
causando. Semper autem id quod substernitur in rebus invenitur communius quam id quod
informat et restringit ipsum; sicut esse quam vivere, et vivere quam intelligere, et materia
quam forma. Quanto ergo aliquid est magis substratum, tanto a superiori causa directe
procedit. 1d ergo quod est primo substratum in omnibus, proprie pertinet ad causalitatem
supremae causae.”
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signate matters. (Signate matter is matter singled out as "this’
matter by way of quantitative dimensions.) So two signate mat-
ters, as principles of adivision, are also divided from each other
secundumse. Hence one signate matter cannot become another.
Consequently, the signate matter of the bread, this matter of
bread, cannot become this matter by which the body of Christ is
individuated. And whereas forms have a subject, making it
possible for the subject of one form to become the subject of
another, matter has no subject. Therefore, the conversion of the
substance of this bread into the substance of the body of Christ is
impossible.

Clearly we should be interested in this objection. The issueis
precisely the "lack of continuity." The claimisthat even though
the terms of any conversion are divided from each other and exist
only in succession, the terms themselves cannot be the very
principles of the division. They cannot be divided secundumse or
just by reason of themselves. Although they are mutually
exclusive, they cannot be so in every respect. There must be
something in onethat is compatible with what distinguishes the
other from it. In addition to the principles in them by which they
are divided from each other, there must also be some principle
common to them. The division can only be by reason of their
forms. There must also be an undivided subject.

Thomas's reply isdifficult. Here isthe Latin, followed by my
trandlation.

Dicendum quod virtute agentis finiti non potest forma in formam mutari, nee
materia in materiam. Sedvirtute agentisinfiniti, quod habet actionem intotum
ens, potest talis conversio fieri, quia utrique formae et utriqgue materiae est
communis natura entis; et id quod entitatis est in una potest auctor entis
convertere ad id quod est entitatis in altera, sublato eo per quod ab ilia
distinguebatur.

By the power of afinite agent, form cannot be changed into form, nor matter
into matter. But by the power of an infinite agent, which has action bearing on
al being, such a conversion can come about, becausethere isa nature of being
common to the two forms and to the two matters; and the author of being can
convert what there is of entity in one to what there is of entity in the other,
with the eimination of that by which the one wasdistinguished from the other.
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My object in the rest of this section and the next will be to
interpret this reply. (Insection 8, | shall try to show how it leads
to asatisfactory resolution of the Grisez issue.)

The first sentence of the reply reminds us that we are not
dealing with a natural conversion. A finite or created agent
cannot change form into form, or matter into matter, for the
same reason that it cannot produce awhole being out of nothing
(see STh I, g. 45, a. 5). It can produce a new substance only out
of pre-existing matter, that is, by transforming a pre-existing
substance. It cannot produce new matter at all. Nor is it the
immediate source from which a new substantial form proceeds
(seeSTh1, g. 65, a. 4). Instead, under itsinfluence, anew form is
educed from the potency of the matter. The emergence of the new
form eliminates the previous one. The created agent does cause a
change in form, but since it is not the immediate source of the
form, its action does not consist in a direct conversion of one
form into another.

The rest of the reply isour main concern. Itsinterpretation is
not easy. On first reading, it might seem to boil down to the mere
clam that God, as "author of being,” can convert any created
being into any other. 3! The passage could even be rendered in a
way more favorable to such a reading. Instead of "there is a
nature of being common to the two forms and to the two
matters,” one might read "the nature of being is common to the
two forms and to the two matters.” In my opinion, however,
Thomas isnot speaking here about a single nature common to all
created beings (i.e., about what is called ens commune). Instead,
he isspeaking about acertain nature of being common to the two
forms, and asomewhat distinct nature common to the two signate
matters. | say this in view of the role that he is assigning to the
common nature. He is making it account for the possibility of
God's converting one form into another and one signate matter
into another. Ens commune would not immediately account for
this possibility, because, for Thomas, the terms of a conversion

31 Of course there could not be aconversion if the terms were not both beings; see above,
n. 26.
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must be in the same genus. That is, they must have something
univocal in common. 32

There is at least one text in which Thomas asserts this
requirement explicitly. Itisfound in hisearliest treatment of the
Eucharist, that of the commentary on the Sentences. He is
addressing the question whether the substantial form of the bread
remains after the conversion.

In any conversion whatsoever, the terminus a quo isin the same genus as the
terminus ad quem. But that in which this conversion terminates is neither form
aone nor matter alone, but a substance existing in act. . . . Hence . . . that
which isconverted into the body of Christ must also be a composite substance,
not just the matter of the bread. And so the form of the bread does not remain.
(IV&Sent,d 11,9.1,a 1, ga 3)

Note that he isusing the term "genus' here very strictly, to mean
something that is common in aunivocal way. Matter, form, and
composite all pertain somehow to the category of substance, but

32| do not mean to deny that there issuch athing asthe "universal nature of being" or ens
commune in Thomas's thought. There obviously is, and God isits agent, the universal cause
of "being quabeing." Ashe saysin the body of the article, God has action that extends to the
"whole nature of being,” totam naturam entis. But it iswell known that for Thomas ens
commune isnot univocal. Beingisnot asingle genus. This isso even if we restrict our focus
to "real" being, which iswhat entitas seemsto refer to. Earlier in the Summa, in the course
of distinguishing between being asconvertible with "the real" and being assignifyingthe truth
of aproposition, Thomas saysthat the former "signifiesthe entity of what isreal [entitatem
rez],according asit isdivided into the ten categories' (SThl, g.48, a. 2, ad 2). The categories
are ultimate genera. They do not divide being by adding specific differences to something
whose signification remains constant throughout; they divide it by constituting diverse
significations of being itself ft/ Metaphys., lect. 9, §889-90). Their unity isonly analogical.
It consistsin the fact that there isone chief signification to which all of the others refer, one
primary nature to which the othersare somehow proportioned. Moreover, within each
category, being isalso divided analogically according to act and potency (ibid., §897).

BALIV Sent., d. 10, g. 1, a 2, ga. 3, Thomas also saysthat the substance of the bread
cannot be converted into the accidents of Christ, because it hasno "proportion of similitude"
to them. | take it that he means that even if accidents are in some way proportioned and
assimilated to substance, aseffect to cause, the proportion and likenessisnot mutual (cf. STh
I, g. 4, a 3, ad 4). There is nothing in which substance and accident are simply equal.
Conversion requires that the terms be in some respect equal or equivalent. This entails their
being in acommon genus. (Cf. ibid., obj. 2: there isno comparison between things of diverse
genera.)
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they do not do so univocally. Matter issubstantial potency; form,
substantial act; and both are substantial parts, whereas the
composite is the substantial whole.

Asfar asl know, the principle that the terms of any conversion
are in the same genus is not made explicit in the Summa
Theologiae. But its presence there can hardly be denied. For
instance, it evidently figures again in the argument against the
continuation of the bread's form.

If the substantial form of the bread remained, nothing of the bread would be
converted into the body of Christ except the matter alone. And so it would
follow that it would not be converted into the whole body of Christ, but only
into its matter. But thisis contrary to the form of the sacrament, which says,
"Thisismy body." (STh Ill, g. 75, a. 6)

Why can the matter of the bread be converted only into the
matter of the body of Christ, and not also into itsform? Surely it
IS because matter and form share in nothing univocal. What is
converted into the form of the body of Christ must be aform.

An objection in the samearticle involvesasimilar point. It says
that not even the form of the bread can be converted into that of
the body of Christ, because the form of Christ's body is a soul.
The objection is evidently that the two forms are not univocal.
Thomas replies:

A soul isaform of abody givingto it itswhole order of perfect existence, i.e.,
corporeal existence, and animated existence, and so forth. Therefore the form
of the bread is converted into the form of the body of Christ insofar as the
latter givescorporeal existence, not insofar as it gives existence animated by
such asoul. (STh lll, g. 75, a. 6, ad 2)3

The form of the bread is convertible into the form of the body of
Christ precisely insofar as a common univocal feature can be
considered in them, that of a"giver of corporeal existence."

So it seems dear that in STh g. 75, a 4, ad 3, Thomas is not
claming that God can convert any given being into any other

% Cf. IV Sent., d. 10,qg. 1,a 2, ga 1.
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whatsoever.35 Of course God can perform any possible
conversion. But matter isonly convertible into matter, and form
into form. 36 The terms of a conversion must be beingsin the same
sense.

VIl. THE CONVERTIBILITY OF THE BREAD (B): AN ANALOGY
WITH TRANSFORMATION

Thomas does not say why there must be something univocal
in the terms of a conversion. Yet it is not difficult to suggest a
reason: namely, the very way in which the terms must be
distinguished from each other, asterms of a conversion, that is,
extremes of a change. The extremes of a change do not and
cannot exist together. They are opposed, incompatible. 37 There
is contrast between them.3 The contrast explains why the
presence of one entails the absence of the other. But if there is
contrast between them, and if, as is the case in any true
conversion, one term isnot simply the negation or the privation
of the other but rather something positive, then there is also

3 |t ishere that | part from Cajetan. In hiscommentary on SI'hlll, g. 75, a4, he saysthat
Thomas isspeaking of the nature of being that iscommon to all created beings (section VIII).
This leads him to say that it is possible for any created being to be converted into any
other-an angel into astone, for example. Evidently he would even have to say that an angel
can be converted into acolor! If Thomas meant this, why would he say that the matter of the
bread cannot be converted into the substantial form of the body of Christ, nor the substance
of the bread into the accidents?

36 SoThomas might have said that the nature of matter iscommon to the two matters, and
the nature of formiscommon to the two forms. The reason why he chooses to designate each
asanature of "being," | would suggest, isthat heisconstructing avery synthetic presentation
of the convertibility asa function of two factors: the presence of some common nature in
each pair, and the universal scope of the action of the author of being. Neither factor alone
issufficient to display the convertibility.

37V Metaplrys.Ject. 12, §923: "in quolibet motu vel mutatione, terminus aquo opponitur
termino ad quern.n

38 Not al distinctions involve contrast or incompatibility. Things in diverse genera of
being are not directly contrary. One and the same subject can have potentiality and actuality,
substance and accidents, etc. It iseven possible for one and the same subject to have both
humanity and divinity.
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something univocal in them.3? Contrary natures belong to the
same genus.40

If thisiswhat Thomas hasin mind, then in observing that the
terms have a common nature of being he would be taking his cue
precisely from the objection. The objection starts with an analysis
of the relation between contrary forms. It then applies this
analysisto the relation between diverse signate matters, justifying
the application by the fact that signate matters resemble contrary
forms in functioning as principles of adivision.

Thomas is not denying that they are principles of a division.
But he wants us to notice that the division between them in fact
goes hand in hand with their sharing in a common nature. This
amounts to arefutation of the objection’'s analysisof the division.
Contrary forms, such aswhite and black, are indeed opposed to
and divided from each other; and they are principles of the
difference between the things containing them (awhite body and
a black body). But they are not quite divided secundum se. That
is, they are not immediately opposed to each other, asthough
they agreed only in subject and not in anything in their own
natures. They are both colors. They are divided by reason of that
which distinguishes one from the other in the common genus of
color, that is, by reason of their differentiae. 4 In the same way,

39 The two forms cannot be forms of one and the same body, because they are principles
of specieswith contrary differentiae. The bread isinorganic, whereas the body of Christ is
organic. (Thus, inlinewith SThlll, q. 75, a. 6, ad 2, it isprecisely when the form of the bread
and the form of the body of Christ are both considered asforms giving corporeal existence
that they are seen ascontraries. The latter givesorganic corporeity, the former inorganic.)
Asfor the two signate matters, we are speaking of each as the matter of awhole body. It
makes no sense for awhole body to have two distinct signate matters. That would mean that
one and the same body could be located in separate places, and thereby subject to contrary
dispositions, at the same time.

40 SeeAristotle, On Generationand Co77Uption,l.7.324al; Aquinas, V Metaphys., lect.
12, S926. There iscontrariety even between diverse signate matters, not according to their
"essence”" (whichissheer potentiality), but according to the contrasting accidental differences
by which they are designated (cf. ibid., S927).

41 These in turn are divided because one somehow includes initsratiothe negation of the
other. Ultimately at the root of any division there must lie a contradiction; see In Boet. de
Trin, g. 4, a 1. Cf. IV Metaphys., lect. 15, §719: contraries cannot belong simultaneously
to the same subject, eventhough each of them isa positive nature, because one of them has
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the forms and the matters of the bread and the body of Christ are
divided by reason of what distinguishes one from the other in the
nature of being that they have in common.42 There is, after al,
something in the first term of the conversion that is compatible
with what is proper to the second term.

Sowhereas Grisez at one point saysthat on Thomas's account,
the bread and the body of Christ have "nothing whatever in
common” (119), Thomas is making a special effort to show us
that they do have something. He is granting, or even insisting,
that the terms of aconversion alwayshave something in common.
What he is denying is that they must always have a common
subject. A subject is needed when the agent of the conversion is
one whose action extends only to a determinate form of being.
But when the agent has action extending to all being, it can
perform a conversion between any two things that share a
common nature of being--even two signate matters, which have
no common subject.

The common nature of being, which Thomas goes on to
designate abstractly as entitas, isnot some sort of "metaphysical
substrate." Thomas isnot trying to insinuate a proper subject for
the conversion here, any more than he wasin the reply to the first
objection. Entitas is only a common ratio.4 The terms of the

attached to it a privation of something in the other. Privation is a kind of negation or
contradiction (seeX Metaphys.,lect. 6, §2044). The contradictories are what are divided
secundumse. This of course means, aswe have aready seen, that there can be no conversion
of abeing to anon-being or vice-versa

42 Thus Thomas's very purpose in adverting to acommon nature of being would seem to
exclude the enscommuneinterpretation. He islooking for something that does not divide
or distinguish one term of the conversion from the other. He cannot be seeing the entitas
itself assomething by which one term isdistinguished from the other. Merely analogical unity
would not suffice for this purpose, since items that are one by analogy are distinguished
precisely in what they have in common.

43|ncdlingitaratio, | do not mean that itisamere "concept,” something existing only
"in the mind." Unity under acommon ratioisunity inrelationto the mind; it isafunction
of the mind's capacity to consider the ratioin abstraction from the subjects by which it is
divided and multiplied. But the principle of the unity isin the things themselves. In other
words, the common ratiodoes not exist in redity as an "individual"; but it does exist in
reality, assomething predicated of rea individuals. Thisisbecauseitisan essentialpredicate.
The nature of form ispredicated perseof the real form of the bread and the real form of the
body of Christ, and the nature of matter ispredicated per se of their respective matters.
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conversion are separate beings, and the entitasin one is divided,
in subject, from the entitasin the other. The entitasin them isthe
same in ratio, but it is not numerically the same. If it were, then
the terms would be the very same being, a single individual. The
point is simply that they are not separated or divided according
to the very ratioentisin them. They are divided only according
to their distinguishing rationes.

Y et Thomas does see the community in entitasas setting up
something like a common subject. The resemblance enables him
to construct akind of analogy or parallel between the sacramental
conversion and natural conversions. It isdisplayed in the rather
labored formulation, "the author of being can convert what there
isof entity in one to what there isof entity in the other, removing
that by which the one was distinguished from the other." As
Cajetan says, Thomas is here seeking to "lead us by the hand"
from our understanding of natural conversions toward some way
of conceiving this supernatural conversion. s

The objection had said that the subject of white (which is a
body) becomes the subject of black. In Thomas's formulation,
"what there is of entity” corresponds to "the subject” (we might
say "what there is of corporeity”), and "that by which the one
was distinguished from the other" corresponds to "white." The
basis of the paralel is the indefiniteness or indeterminacy of
"what there is of entity" vis-avis the distinguishing item. A
subject is related to the forms existing successivelyin it as some-
thing indeterminate to determinants that diversify it.46

44Thomas seemsto have changed hismind about the way to handle the issueraised in the
objection. A very similar objection israised at 1V Sent., d. 11, . 1, a 3, ga 1, obj. 4:
"whatever becomes something takeson that which it issaid to become. But every singular is
incommunicable, and so one singular cannot become another.” The reply: "communication
implies some sort of conferral, and so it requires something that receiveswhat isconferred
or given; hence it isfound only in forma conversions, in which the change is only with
respect to form; and so, giventhat in thisconversion nothing remains to which something can
be conferred, there is no communication in it." By contrast, in the Summa reply he is
presenting something analagous to arecipient that remains throughout.

4 Cgjetan, commentary on SThll,q. 75, a. 4 (sect. IX, 115).

46 A genusisrelated to itsdifferentiae asmatter to diverse forms. SeeVIl Metaphys., lect.
12, §1549-50; XMetaphys., lect. 10, 8§2116.
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The reply does not spell out the analogy with natural conver-
sions any further. The identification of acommon nature suffices
to overcome the divison and so to resolve the objection.
However, there is a later text in the treatise on the Eucharist
where Thomas again draws attention to acommon ratio belong-
ing to the terms of the conversion. The focus is dightly shifted;
thistime it ison the nature of being common to the whole terms,
that is, the nature of substance and the common set of accidents
that they are successively under. But we see here how far the
analogy between transubstantiation and natural conversions
extends. There is even something resembling a numerically
identical subject in the terms of the sacramental conversion.

The text isadiscussion of the truth of the sacramental formula
by which the conversion is effected, the words "This is my body"
(STh I, g. 78, a. 5). Thomas saysthat the formula expresses a
conception having practical force, effecting what it signifies. He
then asks what the pronoun "this' is supposed to stand for. It
cannot stand precisely for Jesus body, since then the words
would mean simply, "This my body is my body." That is true
even before the utterance of the words, and so they would not
effect what they signify. Nor can "this' stand precisely for the
bread, since then the words would not be true; the bread is not
Christ's body. Soinstead, he says, what the pronoun stands for is
"that which iscontained under these species, in genera"; or more
precisely, "'the substance contained under the accidents,” which
previously wasbread, and afterwards isthe body of Christ" (ibid.,
ad 2).

In this last passage, Thomas is presenting the referent of the
singular pronoun "this' in the sacramental formula as somewhat
like asinglesubject that isfirst one term and then the other. 4 We
have seen that he regards the accidents of the bread asin some
way like a subject of change, insofar asthey are something that is

47 This is another reason for insisting that what the terms of the conversion have in
common, the common entitas, must be something univocal. If there were no common name
belonging univocally to them, then there would beno unambiguous “this* that changesfrom
one of them into the other. The very meaning of “this" would change too. Although the
pronoun getsitssingularity from the accidents, it does not signify the accidents; there must
be something constant not only in that by which it signifies, but alsoin what it signifies.
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one and the same, disposed now otherwise than before. But "this"
does not signify the accidents. Its signification ismediated by the
accidents, but what it signifiesis what the accidents contain-
whatever it is under the accidents that has the nature of a
substance. In away thisiseven more like a subject of change than
the accidents are, because it is substantial.48 In another way, of
course, it islesslike a subject than the accidents are, because the
substance under the accidents is now one, now another. It is not
unqualifiedly "one and the same" throughout. Yet it still
resembles a subject, because there isaqualified sensein which it
is one and the same: it is under the same accidents. The
association with the accidents makes it a singular object of
signification, the referent of "this."49

Thomas holds that the conversion takes place in an instant, at
the end of the pronouncement of the words of the consecration
(STh1Il, g. 75, a 7). But the pronoun "this," which is uttered at
the beginning, retains the very same meaning throughout. What
it signifiesis like an enduring subject. Relative to it, what is
proper to the bread and what is proper to the body of Christ are

48 However, it isonly ageneralsubstantial item. Its nature issuch asto be predicated of
something else, something that subsistsperse-a determinate individual. Thiswould explain
why Thomas does not appeal to it in STh lll, g. 75, a 4, ad 1. There he islooking for an
ultimate subject of predication, one that isnot said per seof something else. Heistreating the
conversion asaquasi-form and identifying the subsistent item that servesasitsquasi-subject:
both substancestogether. "This" cannot stand for both substancestogether (“these"), but only
for one or the other, indeterminately. What it signifiesfunctions as a quasi-subject of the
conversion insofar as the conversion is considered, not as a quasi-form, but as a quasi-
transformation.

49 Readers of Grisez's article will be aware that this "association with the accidents' is
another point in Thomas's account that Grisez finds objectionable. Thomas holds that the
body of Christ isnot subject to the accidents of the bread. The accidents do not inhere iniit
asthey did in the bread. Grisez argues that this excludes any one type of relation to the
accidents that iscommon to the bread and the body of Christ; that is, he cannot find any
clear sense in which both the bread and the body of Christ are "under" the accidents (see
below, n. 60). | cannot address this objection fully here, but | think it can be shown that
Thomas does have avalid sense for the expression. It ispresented at STh11-11,q. 8, a 1. It
refers simply to the intelligible existence of the substance of the body there, wherever the
accidents are. This association of the substance with the accidents is something other than
their inherence in the substance and ontologically prior to it. Hence it can obtain even when
the accidents do not inhere.
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like contrary forms. The substance under the accidents cannot be
both bread and Christ's body at once.50 Beingthe bread and being
the body of Christ are, to use Thomass language, opposed
"qualities" or "determinate forms."5! Eachisa"determination of
a proper nature" (ibid, ad 1), applied successively to the
"substance in general" signified by "this."

Thomas is actually rather explicit about the resemblance
between "the substance under the accidents’ and a subject. As we
have seen, he denies that the bread can properly be said to
"become" the body of Christ (STh lll, g. 75, a. 8).52 This would
mean that at the end of the conversion, the bread (or at least a
part of it) isthe body of Christ (or at least a part of it).5 Verbs
such as "becomes," "is," "will be," and so forth are not properly
used here. But he also adds an important qualification to this
denial. Because a singular item does remain throughout the
conversion-the accidents-such  expressions can be admitted
"according to acertain likeness." They are acceptable if the term

50 Thomas observesthat if the substance of the bread remained together with the body of
Christ in the host, then the formula would have to be "Here ismy body" rather than "This
ismy body" (S'hIll, g. 75, a 2).

519'h Ill, g. 78, a. 5. The treatment of the pronoun in terms of "substance and quality”
stems from Priscian's definition of anoun: proprium est nominis substantiam et qualitatem
significare (Priscian, Institutiones grammaticae, 2.4.18, in Grammatici LAtini, vol. 2, ed. H.
Kell [Leipzig: Teubner, 1855), 55.6). Elsewhere Thomas explains that in thisdefinition of a
noun, "substance” and "quality" are not to be taken properly, as referring to distinct
categories (I Sent., d. 22, g. 1, a 1, ad 3). They refer only to modes of signifying. A noun
signifiesathing in the manner of a substance, asthough subsisting; and it signifiesthe thing
according to someitem by which the thing isknown or defined, i.e., someitem functioning
asaquality or aform. (On "that by which something isnamed" asplaying the role of aform,
even if it isnot truly aform, seeS'h |, q. 37, a 2))

52 The objection had said that the subject of one color becomes the subject of the other.
In hisreply, Thomas is careful not to say that what there is of entity in one term becomes
what there isof entity in the other. He only saysthat one isconverted to the other. But there
issomething like a "becoming" here.

53 In the same article, Thomas notes that even in ordinary substantial changes, it isnot
perfectly proper to say that one term "can be" or "becomes' the other. One and the same
body isfirst thiswhite thing, then thisblack thing; but there isnothing one and the same that
isfirst thisanimal, then this carcass. There isonly something that isfirst apart of thisanimal
and then apart of this carcass, namely the matter. Soin asubstantial change, "the substance
subsisting in thismatter" isnot unqualifiedly the same before and after the change. It isonly
the same in matter and in genus.
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"bread" istaken to signify, not the substance of the bread, but "in
ageneral way, that which iscontained under the speciesof bread,
under which is first contained the substance of the bread, and
afterwards the body of Christ." In the parallel Sentences text,
Thomas uses this analysis to account for a passage from St
Ambrose: "that which was bread before the consecration is now
the body of Christ after the consecration, becausethe utterance of
Christ changes the creature."5 In this passage, "that which"
functions like a subject.

VIIl. THE CONVERTIBILITY OF THE BREAD (C): MATIER FOR THE
SACRAMENTAL ACTION

What we must now ask is whether the common nature of
being, or the "substance under the accidents,” can provide a
resolution of the issueraised by Grisez. As| have understood it,
this issue is not quite the same as the problem that Thomas
resolves by appeal to common entitas. The latter problem was
whether there is anything in the bread that is even compatible
with the body of Christ. Our question iswhether the bread can be
understood to be, or at least to contain, agenuine principle from
which the body of Christ comesto be in the sacrament. Can "the
substance under the accidents" be considered such a principle?
There are reasons to doubt it.

We must not lose sight of the fact that "the substance under
these accidents” does not designate atrue and proper subject of
change. It only resembles a subject. For one thing, as we have
seen, the entitas or the substantiality of the bread is not
numerically one with that of the body of Christ. They are diverse
instances of a common ratio. The singularity of "this" isentirely
afunction of the accidents, and the accidents are not constituents
of the substances.

54"Quod erat panis ante consecrationem iam corpus Christi est post consecrationem, quia
sermo Christi creaturam mutat” (StAmbrose, Desacramentis, 4.4; Aquinas, N Sent., d. 11,
g-1,a 4, ga 1,s0l. & ad 1). Caetan makes much of thistext. It iscited in the sedcontraof
SThlll, g. 78, a 4.
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Moreover, the distinction between abeing's common entitas
and its proper ratio does not answer to a rea distinction of
components init. Every being isimmediately both itsown proper
self and a being.55 "What there is of entity” in athing is not a
genuine "recipient” of what distinguishes that thing from others.
It iswhatever there isin the thing that hasthe nature of abeing.
It isthe thing itself, considered in a merely indeterminate way.56
This is especialy clear if the thing in question is one of the ulti-
mate components of a substance, its matter or its form. Neither
of these isin turn composed of yet another matter and another
form. There are only distinct rationesin them, the common ratio
of matter or form and the ratio proper to this matter or such
form. The distinction between the matter considered indeter-
minately, as matter, and the same matter considered deter-
minately, as thismatter, is a merely logical distinction. So isthe
distinction between a substance considered merely as "whatever
substance is under these accidents' and the same substance
considered in its proper nature. The distinction between "this
substance" and bread, or between "this substance" and Christ's
body, does not reflect areal distinction between a substrate and
its form. It isonly a distinction in meaning. "This substance" is
not functioning as a proper subject of change.

Now, the logical distinction does sufficeto show that there is
no contradiction in saying the following: "the substance under
these accidents, which was bread, isnow the body of Christ." The
transition from "the substance under these accidents isbread" to
"the substance under these accidents isthe body of Christ" is not

5 Cf. Cajetan, commentary on Sth lll, g. 75, a. 4 (sect. VI, "being" does not add
any further nature to the specificand generic natures of things. Thisisnot to deny the rea
distinction between abeing (ens) and itsact of being (esse)." A being" means asubject of esse,
or at least something that somehow shares in esse. But there isnot one nature in athing by
which it shares in esse, and another nature by which its proper identity isconstituted. That
by which itsidentity isconstituted isthat by which it sharesin essg; it isthat by which it is
disposed to be itself. Entitas and esse are not -synonyms. Entitas is an abstract noun
corresponding to the concrete ens; esseisan infinitive verb corresponding to the finite est.

5 As Cajetan says, to convert what there isof entity in athing isto diversify the whole
thing (commentary on STh 1, g. 75, a. 4 [sect. IX,
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logically or absolutely impossible.5” God can bring about what-
ever involves no contradiction. So he can make "this substance"
be the body of Christ. And in fact what "this substance" signifies
isnot annihilated in the transition, but preserved.

But assuming that there is no temporal gap between the
existence of the bread and the existence of Christ's body under
the accidents, "this substance” would be preserved even if the
bread were annihilated. Nothing from the bread is needed in
order for Christ's body to be "this substance." The possibility that
"this substance" be now bread, now the body of Christ, isonly a
logical or absolute possibility, not a natural one. It does not rest
on any underlying potency or matter. It rests on a mere
indeterminacy of signification or ratio. The bread contains an
indeterminate ratio that iscompatible with the determinate ratio
signified by "the body of Christ." Sowhy can we not say that, by
sheer divine fiat, the bread ceasesto exist, and the body of Christ
simultaneously takes on the role of the substance under the
accidents?8 Why must we say that the existence of the body of
Christ in the sacrament is the very term of the change in the
bread, or in other words, that the bread is converted into the
body of Christ? How does a logical distinction make possible a
real conversion?

We can see the answer, | believe, if we pay closer attention to
an obvious feature of the sacramental conversion: the very fact
that it issacramental. Although it isan event that only the power
of God is adequate to effect, it is not effected by God alone.
Unlike creation, it iseffected through created instruments. Hence
it is in some way conditioned by those instruments and
proportioned to their mode of operating. And the sacramental
mode israther special.

57 |In the sentence, "This substance is bread," the predicate is not contained in the
definition of the subject. It is a per accidenstype of predication (cl. VII Metapbys.,lect. 2,
§1273). On the legitimacy of "the substance contained under the accidents" as a subject of
predication, see Cajetan, commentary on Sfb I1l; g. 75, a. 4 (sect. VII).

58 Cf. Durandi aSancto Porciano, IV Sent.,d. 11, g. 1, 814, p. 318vb, II. 2-13. Thiswould
not beareal change in the body of Christ, sinceit would not involve the lossof any previous
disposition, as, e.g., in the case of alocal movement.
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The created instruments in the sacraments function as signs.
But they are special signs: they effect what they signify, and they
effect it through signifyingit. The Eucharistic action isperformed
by the utterance of Christ's human words, "Thisismy body." The
utterance of these words, in the due circumstances, is the action.
The consecration makesthe host to bethe body of Christ through
signifyingit to be the body of Christ. "The power to convert that
exists in the formulae of these sacraments follows upon their
signification” (SThlll, g. 78, a 4, ad 3).

This power is of course only instrumental. The principal
power behind the conversion isGod's own. But the action istruly
sacramental, and it has its own mode. Thomas contrasts it with
creation (SThlll, g. 78, a 2, ad 2). Creation isin the mode of a
command, asheer fiat. The consecration isin the indicative mood
and the present tense. This, Thomas says, is precisely because it
is sacramental. It ssimply signifiesor declares the existence of its
effect.

Normally, the truth of a declarative sentence in the present
tense depends upon the reality of what it is about. But with the
truth of the Word of God, it isthe other way round. Whatever
the eternal Word of God saysto be the case is the case, just
because he says so. Divine truth is the cause of the reality, the
entitas, expressed in it (STh I, g. 16, a 6). In the sacraments,
human enunciations share in this power of the Word of God. The
consecration effects what it signifies because its signification is
true, and becauseitstruth isthat of the Word of God (STh 1ll, g.
78, a 5).

Since its power follows upon its signification, the con-
secration's mode of action also corresponds to the mode of its
signification. Although it shares in the power of the truth of the
Word of God, it is till an utterance in the human mode: a
composite, discursive statement. Hence, even though the effect
takes place in an instant, there isa processin the action by which
it isbrought about.5° The process beginswith the utterance of the

5 What the words effect is a simple event, and what they signify is aso something
simple-the host's being the body of Christ. Hence, Thomas says, they obtain the power for
the effect only in the simple, final instant of their pronouncement. But healsoinsiststhat they
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word "this." Atthat moment, what underlies the object signified
by "this" isbread. If the substance of the bread were not there,
"this" would be meaningless. There would be no substance under
the accidents. The action would not get off the ground. "This'
would be a false start. The action starts from the bread, qua
"this," and terminates in the body of Christ, "my body."

This is how we can make sense of sayingthat even though the
bread provides no material for the body of Christ, the bringing
about of the body of Christin the host starts from the bread. It
meansthat the action by which the existence of the body of Christ
in the host is brought about is an action upon the bread. The
bread is not just gotten out of the way. Although it provides no
potency for the body of Christ, it does provide something needed
for the sacramental action that effects the body of Christ. Itisa
direct principle of the coming to be of Christ's body under the
accidents.6 By sharing in the nature of corporeal substance, the
bread contains something in terms of which the body of Christ
can be understood and signified;, and the sacramental action
effects the body of Christ through signifying it. The bread is
required in order for there to be what the action presupposes: a
substance under the accidents, signifiable by "this." It does not
provide matter out of which Christ's body isformed, but it does
provide materiacircaguam, an object of action. It provides that
to which the ratioof Christ's body isapplied. This application is
a predication, but it is aso an action. Its result is the very
existence of the body of Christ under the accidents of the bread.

do so in ordinead praecendentia-in  relation to the preceding instants (SThlll, g. 78, a. 4,
ad3).

60 Obviously Thomas does not mean that the substance that isthe body of Christ does not
exist at all prior to the sacramental conversion. In itself it exists already. Through the
conversion it isonly "communicated" or "applied” to the host. It talceson anew relation to
the accidents of the bread; it begins to "exist under" the accidents. See SThlll, g. 76, a. 6:
"it isnot the same for Christ to exist in himself, and to exist under this sacrament; for when
we say this, that he exists under this sacrament, acertain relation of him to the sacrament is
signified." In line with these considerations, Cajetan argues that strictly speaking, the
substance of the bread and the substance of the body of Christ, taken absolutely, are not the
terms of the conversion (commentary on SThlll, g. 75, a 4 [sect. V-VI]). Rather, the first
term isthe substance under the accidents that isbread, and the second isthe substance under
the accidents that isthe body of Christ.
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IX. UNDERSTANDINGTRANSUBSTANTIATION

The foregoing discussion makesno pretense of fully explaining
transubstantiation. 1t does not display the nature of the power by
which the change isaccomplished. It only showsthat it can make
sense to speak of the conversion of one whole substance into
another. The analogy between "the substance under the
accidents" and the subject of atransformation savesthe language
of conversion. But fully explaining the event would require
understanding the form and power of the truth of the Word of
God. It would be like fully explaining creation.

Thomas in fact judges that the sacramental conversion isin
some ways even harder to understand than creation (SThlll, q.
75, a. 8, ad 3). Part of what makes it so hard is that does not
reflect any agent's "common" way of acting. This does not just
mean that it lies outside our ordinary experience; so does
creation. It means that there is no agent that "normally” actsin
thisway. Grasping the coming to be of something out of nothing,
Thomas says, iscertainly not easy; but we can at least seethat this
pertains to the mode of producing that is appropriate for an
absolutely "first" cause, a cause that presupposes nothing other
than itself. By contrast, a production in which something is
presupposed, and yet nothing of it remains, does not pertain to
the mode of producing that generaly responds to any cause,
created or divine.

In transubstantiation, something is presupposed to the
production. The event isachange and aconversion. This pertains
to the creaturely mode of acting.6! Y et nothing presupposed isa
congtituent of what is produced. This pertains to the mode of
acting proper to God.

So transubstantiation belongsto an order which isin some way
between the order proper to the nature of created causesand the

61 Thus the very involvement of acreature in the sacramental action sufficesto explain
why Thomas takes it for granted that the existence of Christ's body in the sacrament must
be the term of areal change in something. (Seeabove, at n. 58.) On the fact that acreature's
action alwaysconsists in applying some nature to a presupposed object, see Sth |, g. 45, a
5 ad 1;d. Sfb lll, g. 78, a. 4, ad 2.
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order proper to the uncreated first cause. The difficulty seemsto
be precisely in grasping that there could be anything between
them. Creatures are involved in the event, but their own natures
are insufficient to explain what goeson; judged in their light, the
event seems impossible. God is using themto produce an effect
for which hisnature alone isadequate. But hisnature, all by itself,
is perfectly sufficient for producing the effect. Judged in relation
to him, the result certainly seems possible; but the creatures seem
merely superfluous. Our particular problem was that the
substance of the bread seemed superfluous. It seemed to have no
true role to play as the terminusa quo of a conversion.

What lies between the natural order and the strictly divine
order isa created supernatural order, the order of grace.62 The
creature's involvement in it is not superfluous, but it is
"gratuitous." It is not impossible; the "nature of being," as
gathered from creatures and studied in metaphysics, does
somehow allow for the possibility of asupernatural order. But its
existence and its true shape are known only by revelation (and
then only imperfectly).

If the foregoing interpretation iscorrect, Thomas's conception
of transubstantiation isformed strictly in light of its supernatural
proximate cause: a human utterance of the Word incarnate. If we
prescinded from the cause, the metaphysical analysis would be
idle. The analogy between "the substance under the accidents’
and asubject of transformation would seem merely irrelevant. We
would indeed find it unintelligible to speak of transubstantiation
asaconversion. But of course this is hardly an objection. It only
means that for all the philosophy involved, Thomass doctrine of
the Eucharistic conversion is quite formally theological.63

62 Cf. STh lll, g. 77, a 1, ad 1: the subsistem:e of the accidents of the bread without a
subject is against “the common order of nature;" but there is a "special reason" for it
"according to the order of grace."

63 My thanks to Kevin Flannery, S.J., Lawrence Feingold, and David Twetten for their
very helpful comments on drafts of this paper.
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POPE.JOHN PAUL II's recent apostolic letter, Novo millennia
ineunte, contains the following passage:

Jesus' cry on the cross, dear brothers and sisters, is not the cry of anguish of a
man without hope, but the prayer of the Son who offers hislifeto the Father
inlove, for the salvation of all. At the very moment when he identifieswith our
sin, "abandoned" by the Father, he "abandons' himself into the hands of the
Father. His eyes remain fixed on the Father. Precisely because of the
knowledge and experience of the Father which he alone has, even at this
moment of darkness he seesclearly the gravity of sin and suffers because of it.
He alone, who sees the Father and rejoices fully in him, can understand
completely what it means to resist the Father's love by sin. More than an
experience of physical pain, his passion is an agonizing suffering of the soul.
Theological tradition hasnot failed to ask how Jesus could possibly experience
at one and the same time his profound unity with the Father, by itsvery nature
asource of joy and happiness, and an agony that goes all the way to his final
cry of abandonment. The simultaneous presence of these two seemingly
irreconcilable aspects is rooted in the fathomless depths of the hypostatic
union. (No. 26)

Why does the Pope direct specia attention at the turn of the
millennium to the question of Christ's consciousness on the
Cross? While the Pope's intentions surely reflect his pastoral
mission, theologians will recognize that this question is of
systematic import in the work of one of the twentieth century's
most acclaimed theologians, Hans Urs von Balthasar. Read this
way, the apostolic letter serves as an opportune point of entry
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into the task of understanding and assessing Balthasar's theology
of the Cross.

In volume 4 of his Theo-Drama, Balthasar states,

It is al the more terrifying for the Son, therefore, in the darkness of his
anguish, to seethat this whole work, which has begun to be redized in Mary,

ispointless (because of hisgratuitous suffering) and doomed to failure. The Son
isnot simply aone with sinnersinthat absolute exchange envisaged by L uther:

he isaccompanied by awitness to God's activity {which always operates sola
gratia), and this robs the Man of Sorrows of all hope of completing his
mission.t

Does this mean that Jesus is hopeless on the Cross? Compare a
second text, this time from volume 2 of Balthasar's Theologik
(published fiveyears later): "Jesus must have had before his eyes
the impossibility of accomplishing his earthly mission ... from
the very beginning and, asresistance to him grew, with increasing
clarity."2 In his experience, therefore,

two things can and must occur together: forsakenness by the Father asthe final
radicalness of frustration and failure (Mk 15:34, Mt 27:46) and the knowledge
(which at the moment isperhaps no longer tangible) that "the hour iscoming,
indeed it has come, when you will be scattered, every man to his home, and
will leave me aone; yet | am not aone, for the Father iswith me" (In 16:32).
Ultimate failure and sure knowledge of ultimate fulfillment are not, asin the
Old Testament, juxtaposed, but contain one another here.s

1Hans Ursvon Balthasar, Theo-Drama, vol. 4, TheAction, trans. Graham Harrison (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1994), 357.

2 Hans Urs von Balthasar, Ibeologik, vol. 2: Wahrheit Gottes (Einsiedeln: Johannes
Verlag,, 1985), 222. "Die Unvollendbarkeit seiner irdischen Sendung-Sammlung der
zerstreuten Schafe Israels, gar Wiederherstellung des Zwolfstiimmevolkes, jaalsdererwahlte
Gesandtedas'Licht der V<>lkerbis zu den Grenzen der Erde’ zu sein (1s49:6; Lk 2:32)-mu«
Jesus von Anfang an und bein dem wachsenden Widerstand immer klarer vor Augen
gestanden haben.” Cf. ibid., 305ff.

31bid., 223. "Das hindert nicht, vielmehr, daB im Enderlebnis beides beisammen
sein kann und muB: das Verlassensein vom Yater as letzte Radikalitiit des Scheiterns (Mk
15:34; Mt 27:46) und das (vielleichtim Augenblick nicht mehr fa«bare Wissen): 'Es kommt
die Stunde und sieist schon da, wo ihr euch verstreut, jeder an seinen Ort, und mich alein
Ili«t. Und doch bin ich nicht allein, denn der Yater ismit mir' (Jn 16:32). Letztes Scheitem
und letztes Erfllllungswissen liegen hier nicht, wie im Alten Bund, neben-, sondem
ineinander."
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In this second text, Balthasar holds that Jesus would have known
that his earthly mission of gathering Israel was doomed, and yet
would have known (even if not in a "tangible," conscious way)
that the Father would accomplish the mission.

How are we to understand this insistence that the incarnate
Son is both robbed of al hope for his mission and yet still knows
that the Father will triumph? Balthasar's answer is that this
experience of the incarnate Son revealsthe unity, in the Spirit, of

removal into the uttermost distance from the Father and the final step towards
and into the Father. The paradox of every Christian mission, that is, movement
away from God as movement towards God, is brought here to a unique,
because most profoundly Trinitarian, fulfillment.2

From this it is clear that Balthasar's theology of Christ's
consciousness on the Cross isintimately tied to all aspects of his
theology. To grasp what is at stake, one must identify the
connections in Balthasar's work between Trinitarian theology,
metaphysics, and the theology of Christ.

Challenging both the psychological analogy (Augustine and
Aquinas) and the intrasubjective analogy (Richard of St. Victor),
Balthasar seeks a new path for Trinitarian theology. His critique
of Augustine's psychological analogy isstandard-he suggeststhat
it tends towards monisms-but his critique of Richard is more
significant, since most theologians who criticize Augustine's
model seek to embrace Richard's. Balthasar notes that

it is mistaken to take a naive construction of the divine mystery after the
pattern of human relationships (as Richard of St. Victor attempted by way of

4|bid. "Damit auch ein Zwelites: auGersteEntfemung vom Yater und, in der Erfiillung der
Sendung, letztes Schreiten auf ihn zu, inihn hinein. Das Paradox jeder christlichen Sendung:
von Gott weg alsauf Gott zu, erfiillt sich hier auf einmalige, weil im tiefsten trinitarische
Weise."

5 Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama, vol. 3: The DramatisPersonae: The Personin
Christ,trans. Graham Harrison (SanFrancisco: Ignatius Press, 1992): 526. He explains that
Augustine's analogy for the Trinity from the imago del or the rationa soul's memory,
understanding, and will "takes place within the same spiritual being, thus yielding an image
of the inner lifeof the one divine Spirit; but, at the same time, the sequence closesthe created
spirit in on itself and isunable to show how genuine objectification and genuine love-which
isalways directed toward the other--can come about."
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a counterblast to Augustine) and make it absolute; for it fails to take into
account the crude anthropomorphism involved in a plurality of beings.s

For Balthasar, however, Richard's mistake isnot tritheism-he
remarks that four of the six books of Richard's De Trinitate are
devoted to the one divine essence, in order "to exclude al
suspicion of tritheism" 7-but rather liesin Richard's grounding
of hisanalogy upon three human persons rather than upon the
trinitarian event of the incarnate Son's Passion, death, and
Resurrection. Indeed, Balthasar arguesthat in order to gain more
than "the faintest glimmer of an elucidation of the superabundant
triune life resident within the divine unity,"8 one must look
beyond al creaturely analogies and focus upon the revealed
archetype, Jesus Christ.®

On these grounds, Balthasar identifies the incarnate Son of
God's Paschal mystery (itself the ultimate expression of the entire
kenotic existence of the incarnate Son) asan economic Trinitarian

6 1bid., 526-27.

7Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama, vol. 5: TheLast Act, trans. Graham Harrison (San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1998): 82; cf. Theologik 2:39.

8 Balthasar, Theologik 2:39. "Natnrlich hat kein Vertreter des Modells vor
allem von Alexander von Hales und von Bonaventura iibernommen und weitergefiihrt
wird--daran gedacht, in Gott drei Personen im modemen Sinn, das bei8t dre
Bewu8tseinszentren anzunehmen; Richard hat selber vier von seinen sechs Biichem iiber die
Dreieinigkeit dem Problem der Einheit Gottes gewidmet. Flir ihn und seine Nachfolger hat
einzig die Logik der Caritas Bedeutung, die den ‘Andern’, Geliebten und den 'Drinen’,
gemeinsam Geliebten in Gott fordert, unbeschadet der gottlichen Wesenseinheit. Aber das
Augustin erglinunde Gegenbild bleibt ebenso unfabig wie das augustiniscbe Bild, die der
Einbeit innewohnende dreieinige Liebesfiille mehr asahnungshaft zu verdeudichen. Durch
die unvereinbare Polaritit beider innerweldicher Bilder hindurch haben wir zum
unbegreiflichen Urhild emporzublicken.”

9 Cf. Bathasar, Theologik 2:35-42. Balthasar describes Augustine's analogy as
"dialectical," beginning from knowing, and Richard's as"dialogical," beginning from loving.
Regarding both analogies, he concludes, "Augustine and Richard, and thus Scheeben aswell,
were fully conscious of the fragilityof their undertakings .... The images remained assuch
unconnected and juxtaposed inthe created realm-those most clearly of all which consciously
presented themselves asimaginesTrinitatis:the point of intersection where the lines projected
by Augustine, Richard and Scheeben would have to meet was infinitely beyond construction.
They are-and here Hegel's method can be included aswell-images which look upwards
from below and (what might be surprising at first glance) which Christ doesnot utili;rewhen
he undertakes to exposit the divine aspect of his person into the language of his humanity"
(Theologik 2:61).
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analogy for the immanent Trinity. 10 Because of the "identity of
unity and difference" in Jesus (whose divine and human natures
are united in the Person of the Son), hismetaphysical constitution
already points to the unity and distinction of the divine Trinity. 2
The suffering, death, and resurrection of the incarnate Son reveal
analogously the eternal mutual kenosis of the Father and the Son
in the ecstasisof love.12 The Father's kenotic begetting of the Son
is imaged by the Son's kenotic handing-himself-over to the
Father; the intradivine kenosis means that every intradivine re-
lation involves mutual kenosis. Balthasar posits (working "back-
wards' from the atemporal order of the processions) "the Son's
antecedent consent to be begotten and the Spirit's antecedent
consent to proceed from Father and Son."13 In this mutuality he
finds "the way in which the Persons of the Trinity 'make room'
(‘'space’) for one another, granting each other freedom of being
and action." 14 Since the kenotic "distance" between the Father

1°For further analysis, from various perspectives, see Thomas Krenski, Passio Caritatis:
Trinitarische Passiologieim Werk Hans UrsvonBaltbasars (Freiburg, 1990); AnneHunt, The
Trinity and the Paschal Mystery: A Development in Recent Catholic Theology (Collegeville,
Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 1997); idem, "Psychological Analogy and Paschal Mystery in
Trinitarian Theology," Theological Sudies 59 (1998): 197-218; Margaret Turek, "Dare We
Hope 'That All Men Be Saved' (1 Tim 2:4)?: On von Balthasar's Trinitarian Grounds for
Christian Hope," Logos 1 (1997): 92-121; idem, "'Asthe Father Has Loved M€ On 15:9):
Balthasar's Theodramatic Approach to a Theology of God the Father,” Communio 26
(1999): 295-318; GillesEmery, O.P., "L'immutabilire du Dieu d'amour et lesproblemes du
discours sur la 'souffrance de Dieu,™ Nova et Vetem74 (1999): 5-37; J.B. Quash, "'Between
the Brutely Given, and the Brutally, Banally Free: Von Balthasar's Theology of Drama in
Dialogue with Hegel," Modern Theology 13 (1997): 293-318; Steffen Lose!,"Murder inthe
Cathedral: Hans Ursvon Balthasar's New Dramatization of the Doctrine of the Trinity," Pro
Ecdesia 5 (1996): 427-39; John Milbank, "The Name of Jesus. Incarnation, Atonement,
Ecclesiology,” Modern Theology 7 (1991): 332-33; David B. Burrell, C.S.C., "Incarnation
and Creation: The Hidden Dimension,” Modern Theology 12 (1996): 216-17; Brian J.
Spence, "The Hegelian Element in Von Balthasar's and Moltmann's Understanding of the
Suffering of God," Toronto Journal of Theology 14 (1998): 45-60; Bertrand de Margerie,
S.J,, "Note on Balthasar'sTrinitarian Theology," trans. Gregory F. LaNave, 1belbomist64
(2000): 127-30; Edward Oakes, S.J., Pattern of Redemption: The Theology of Hans Ursvon
Balthasar (New York: Continuum, 1994): 242ff.

1 Balthasar, Theologik 2:117-18.

12 Balthasar acknowledges his debt to the Trinitarian metaphysics of Gustav Siewerth,
Clemens Kaliba, Wilhelm Moock, and KlausHemmerle. See Theo-Drama 5:66-76.

13 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 5:93; cf. Theologik 2:126-28.

14 |bid.
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and the Son spans (as mediated by the Spirit) the greatest
separation, no matter how "bitter,” the incarnate Son receives
(out of love) the Father's wrath against sinners without thereby
causing the Godhead to break apart. 15

Quoting the mystica theology of Adrienne von Speyr,
Balthasar further holds that the intradivine kenosis means that the
Father in acertain sense "conceals' knowledge in order to make
room for the freedom of love.16 He states,

"The Father showsthe Son lesshistotal knowledge than histotal love, which
conceals something whose concealment lets love radiate even more brightly.”
In God there are things that exist "only to provide love with every opportunity
for development, to give it the room which it would lack if everything were
stale foreknowledge-room  which it needs, for it cannot exist without self-
surrender, movement and flight."17

Againfollowing von Speyr, Balthasar speaks of faith, analogously
understood, asa"divine virtue." He explains that

faith asit exists in God ... isin harmony with "irrefragable knowledge" but
is not swallowed up by it, because the love that grants freedom to the other
[divine person] always offers him something "that transcends his capacities of
knowing," something that has an utterly unique origin, springing from the
"hidden depths of the one and communicated to the hidden depths of the
other.” 18

Divine knowledge is muted in order to alow for the fuller
expression of the ecstatic interplay of love.

The metaphysical suppositions of thiskenotic theology of the
Trinity deserve notice. Drawing upon the work of Gustav
Siewerth, Balthasar argues that love-as self-surrender--encom-

15 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 4:325; Theo-Drama 5:98.

16 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 5:96. Cf. Guy Mansini, O.SB., "Bathasar and the
Theodramatic Enrichment of the Trinity," The 1bomist 64 (2000): 499-519; Thomas G.
Dahell, The Dramatic Encounter ofDivine and Human Freedom in the Theology ofHans Urs
von Baltbasar (New York: Peter Lang, 1997).

17 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 5:96.

18 |hid., 5:97.
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passesthe other transcendental categories.1® The self-emptying or
self-surrender that distinguishes (and unites) the Personsin God
accounts for all real distinctions, including that of the multiplicity
of creatures and that of the creature and God: "Without this
personal distance in the circumincessio of the Persons it would be
impossible to understand either the creature's distance from God
or the Son's 'economic’ distance from the Father-a distance that
goes to the limit of forsakenness."20 All creatures bear the
Trinitarian mark of kenotic distinction, that is, self-surrendering
love (smultaneoudly letting the other "be" to the point of
complete self-surrender and full communio ),2t and this Trinitarian

mark is most profoundly realized in the incarnate Son, Jesus
Christ. The metaphysical priority of love is demonstrated

experientially by the example of the child, who is awakened to
the fullness of its (human) being through "being received into the
gpace of the parent's love."22 Balthasar adds that "though it
remains true that fully realized love also presupposes a fully
realized knowledge. .. .. the unpreconceivability of the self-
surrender or self-expropriation which first makes the Father
Father cannot be ascribed to knowledge but only to groundless
love, which fact proves the identity of love asthe ‘transcendental

par excellence,™ more fundamental than being or knowing.23

19 Balthasar, Theologik2:127; cf. Theo-Dramab:68ff. For discussions of kenotic love in
Balthasar's metaphysics, see, e.g., John O'Donnell, S.J., HansUTsvon BalthQSIT(Collegeville,
Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 1992), 7; AidanNichols, No BloodlessMyth: A Guide through
Baltbasar'€Dramatics(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2000),
especially 197; Angela Franz, "Trinitarian AnalogiaEntisin Hans Urs von Balthasar," The
Thomist 62 (1998): 533-59; M. Lochbrunner, AnalogiaCaritatis:Dar stellungund Deutung
der Theol ogieHansUTsvon Baltbasar gFreiburg, 1981); Mark Mcintosh, Mystical Theology
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1998), 107.

20 Balthasar, Theo-Dramas:98.

21 Referring to the poetry of Paul Claude}, Balthasar speaks of the "communion of all
particularized things in being" (Theologik2:34)

22 Balthasar, Theologik2:162.

2 |bid.,, 2:162-63: "Wenn die Transzendentalien jedes, auch das untergeistige Sein
durchwalten, so erlangen sie ihre Flllle doch erst, wo das Sein sich innerlich zum Geistsein
lichtet, und wenn es wahr bleibt, daB vollendete Liebe auch eine vollendete Erkenntnis
voraussetzt (und indiesern Sinn die augustinische Ordnung der Prozessionen nicht aufgegeben
zuwerden braucht), dennoch die unvordenkliche Selbstmtiu8erung desVaters zum Sohn hin
selbst einer Liebe sich verdankt, die gedanklich iiber das Sein and seine Selbsterkenntnis
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Balthasar's theology of the Trinity and his corresponding
Trinitarian metaphysics lead him, when he focuses his attention
specifically upon the Cross, to develop the substitutionary aspects
of Luther's theology.24 In the economy of salvation, the for-
sakenness of the incarnate Son involves the pouring-out of the
Father's "wrath" upon Jesus Christ. AsBalthasar states, "Can we
seriously say that God unloaded his wrath upon the Man who
wrestled with his destiny on the Mount of Olives and was
subsequently crucified? Indeed we must."25 Y et, he arguesthat the
"exchange of places' in Luther is rendered in overly formal
categories. According to Balthasar, Luther

wants nothing to do with the one, unifying hypostasis in Christ, or with the
humanity as an imago Dei (the humanity touches the divinity only at a
mathematical point, asit were), or, finally, with atheandric operation of the
united natures and therefore with an obedience to mission which accompanies
the suffering Christ into his Godforsakenness. 26

hinausgeht. . . . Deshalb kann die Unvordenklichkeit der Selbsthingabe oder
SelbstentiiuRerung, die den Vater allererst zum Vater macht, nicht der Erkenntnis, sondem
nor der grundlosen Liebe zugeschrieben werden, was diese als das 'Transzendentale
schlechthin' ausweist." This theme is a central argument of Theologik 2.

2 For further analysis, see Roch Kereszty, "Response to Professor Scola," Communio 18
(1991): 227-36; Michele M. Schumacher, "The Concept of Representation in the Theology
of Hans Urs von Balthasar,” Theological Sudies 60 (1999): 53-71; Gerard Remy, "La
substitution: Pertinence ou non-pertinence d'un concept theologique,” Revue Thomiste 94
(1994): 559-600; idem, "Ladereliction du Christ: Terme d'une contradiction ou mystere de
communion?' Revue Thomiste 98 (1998): 39-94; Michel Beaudin, Obeissanceet solidarite:
Essai sur la christologiede Hans Urs von Baltbasar (Montreal: Fides, 1989); Karl-Heinz
Menke, Sellvertretung(Einsiedeln: Johannes Verlag, 1991); M. Imperatori, S.J.,"Heidegger
dans la 'Dramatique divine de Hans Urs von Balthasar,” Nouvelle revue tbeologique 122
(2000): 191-210; David Coffey, Deus Trinitas: The Doctrine of the Triune God (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1999): 105-50; Gilbert Narcisse, O.P., "Participer dla vie
trinitaire," Revue Thomiste 96 (1996): 107-28; Guy Mausini,0.S.B., "Rahner and Balthasar
on the Efficacy of the Cross," Irish Theological Quarterly 63 (1998): 232-49.

zs Balthasar, Theo-Drama4:345; cf. 4:348.

26 Balthasar, Theologik 2:310. "Aber Luther beharrt-freilich nicht immer biszum Ende
konsequent-auf der grundsatzlichen Trennung der Spharen: im Menschen von gratia und
donum (fauschereignis und nachtraglichem kampfendem Wirken), in Christos von jeder
inneren Verbindung der Naturen; weder will er von der einen und einigenden Hypostase in
Christos etwas wissen, noch von der Menschheit alSimago Dei (die Menschheit berfihrt die
Gottheit gleichsam nor in einem mathematischen Punkt), noch schlieffiich von einem
theandrischen Wirken der vereinigten Naturen und deshalb auch nicht von einem den
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Luther did not recognize that the substitutionary act of Christ on
the Cross expresses a redlity in the Trinitarian life. Simply put,
the kenosis by which the Father begets the Son implies "such an
incomprehensible and unique 'separation’ of God from himself
that it includes and grounds every other separation-be it never
so dark and bitter." 27

Man's (and Christ's) separation from God is experienced
within human consciousness. For this reason, Balthasar's Chris-
tology, which he identifies as a "Christology of consciousness,”
focusesupon "the individual human consciousness of Jesus." 28 He
argues that Jesus human consciousness coincides with his
consciousness of mission. Jesus mission-consciousness is aways
absolute: as his human consciousness develops over time, his
mi ssion-consciousnesslikewiseincreasesin clarity, and so there is
never adistinction between his (non-static) human consciousness
and his mission-consciousness.2 His human "I1" isidentical with
his mission. His mission-consciousness is his "fundamental
intuition concerning his identity" as the one sent from the
Father.30 In this way, Jesus consciousness is more than merely
human, since his mission-consciousnessis of his being sent from
the Father to accomplish salvation (his mission is thus both
particular and universal, and expressesin ahuman way hisdivine
Sonship). Balthasar explains that "Jesusisaware of an element of
the divine in his innermost, indivisible self-consciousness; it is
intuitive insofar as it is inseparable from the intuition of his
mission-consciousness, but it isdefined and limited by this same
Mi SS0N-CONSCi oUSNess. " 31

Christ's human consciousness is entirely delimited by his
consciousness of mission. This perfect accord differentiates Christ
from other human beings, and indicates his divinity. Balthasar

leidenden Christus bisin die Gottverlassenheit begleitenden Sendungsgehorsam.”

v Balthasar, Theo-Drama 4:325.

28 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 3:166. Balthasar explicitly rejects, asimpossible, the quest to
uncover a"psychology of Jesus." Y et, his purpose isto show that Jesus human consciousness,
insofar aswe can know of it from the biblical data, isidentical with hismission-consciousness.

2 Badthasar's debt to Schleiermacher is clear, dthough he radicaly re-works
Schleiermacher's theory.

30 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 3:166.

31 |bid.
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states, "The qualitative difference between his faith and ours is
this. we only receive our mission on the basis of our coming to
faith, whereas Jesus always has and ishismission; in his mission,
he has utterly abandoned himself to the Father who guides him
and in whom he has complete trust." 32 Jesus will perfectly
accords with the Father's from the beginning; over the course of
time, Jesuslearnswhat hismission entails. His absolute obedience
(as Son) to the Father, in the Holy Spirit, allows the Holy Spirit
to teach him what he hasto learn (beyond the fact that he is"the
one sent"), when he hasto learn it.33

What Jesuslearns isdescribed by Balthasar in terms of intuitive
"Initiation,” "opening up," and "becoming explicit," rather than
as new knowledge. He learns that his mission, asthe one sent to
reveal the Father, requires him to descendto the uttermost point
of not-knowing, of abandonment by the Father: the Word is
revealed precisely in its opposite, the silence (non-Word) and
death of the Cross.34 Balthasar explains that

the outcome isthat he isforsaken by God on the Cross. Yet this "infinite
distance," which recapitulates the sinner's mode of alienation from God, will
remain forever the highest revelation known to the world of the "diastasis"
(within the eternal being of God) between Father and Son inthe Holy Spirit. 3

Jesus "knowing" of divine redlities, for Balthasar, isa more and
more explicit intuitive grasp of the divine "diastasis," or
separation, that Jesus (asthe incarnate Son revealing the Father)
is called to enact, ultimately, upon the Cross.

2 |bid., 3:170-71. The question of how Christ's human knowledge corresponds with his
divine knowledge is thus placed to the side. Rephrasing the question in terms of
consciousness, rather than of knowledge, enables Balthasar simply to affirm that Christ's
mission-consciousness'totally occupies hisself-consciousnessand fillsit to the very brim. He
seeshimself so totally as'coming from the Father' to men, as'making known' the Father, as
the 'Word from the Father', that there isneither room nor time for any detached reflection
of the 'Who am 1?7 kind" (ibid., 3:172)

3 |bid., 3:179-80; cf. 182-83; 227.

3 For further discussion of this point, see especially Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory
of the Lord, vol. 7: Theology: The New Covenant, trans. Brian McNeil (San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 1989), 130-61.

35 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 3:228.
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In the last volume of his Theo-Drama, Balthasar takes pains to
affirmthat "it isan indispensable axiom that the Son, evenin his
human form, must know that he is the eternal Son of the
Father."36 Jesus must, Balthasar says, enjoy "the immediate vision
of the Father."s7 He explains that Jesus knowing "that he isthe
eternal Son of the Father" meansthat Jesus "must be aware of the
unbreakable continuity of hisprocessicand hismissio,or, in other
words, he must know of his transcendental obedience, which
upholds his entire earthly existence (Theo-Drama IlI, 165ff.,
515ff.)." 38 In other words, Jesus "knowing" of his eternal Son-
ship isin fact his absolute mission-consciousness, his knowledge
of his"transcendental obedience." Balthasar'sinsistencethat Jesus
must enjoy the immediate vision of the Father is likewise
qualified. He emphasizes that "in the Lord's Passion hissight is
veiled, whereas hisobedience remainsintact. "3° Thisveilingholds
for Jesus' entire life, if not to the same degree asthe ultimatenot-
knowing Jesus experiences on the Cross: hismission " presupposes
{right from the Incarnation) a certain veiling of his sight of the
Father: he must leaveit in abeyance, refrain from usingit; thisis
possible because of the distance between Father and Son in the
Trinity. "40

We are now able to interpret more precisely Balthasar's
position on whether Jesus possessed "hope" on the Cross. By
following the path of absolute obedience to the Father, Jesus {the
Son) isinfinitely separated from the Father. This separation isnot
that of will {asif he joined sinners in hating the Father), but is
congtituted by lack of conscious knowledge that makes his
obedience to the Father blind, without thereby becoming
disobedience. In obedience to his mission of "being sent,” Jesus

36 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 5: 124. Itisworth noting that volume 5 was published fiveyears
after volume 3. In the later volume, Balthasar istaking the opportunity to clarifysomeof the
positions adopted in the earlier volume, and he goes over much of the sameterrain again in
volume 2 of the Tbeologik.

37 |bid., 5:123.

38 |bid., 5:124.

39 |bid.

40 |bid., 5:125; cf. Balthasar, Theologik 2:261-65, 322f£f£., where Balthasar, generaly
following Adrienne von Speyr, describes the incarnate Son's "super-obedience”
("Ubergeborsams’).
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"distances’ himself to such a degree that he has absolutely no
knowledge of the Father's love. Balthasar states,

The Son bears sinners within  himself, together with the hopeless
impenetrability of their sin, which prevents the divine light of love from
registering in them. In himself, therefore, he experiences, not their sin, but the
hopelessness of their resistance to God and the gracelessNo of divine grace to
this resistance. The Son who has depended [sich verlas.sen] entirely on the
Father, even to becoming identified with his brothers in their lostness, must
now beforsaken [verlas.sen]by the Father. He who consented to be given [ver-
geben] everything from the Father's hand must now feel that it was all "for
nothing" [vergebens]4

ThusJesus' lack of hope, his conscious not-knowing, istotal. Yet
hiswill isstill perfectlyin accord with the divine will; hismission-
consciousnessremains intact, and in this there resides an implicit
"hope." His union with sinners means not a perversion of will,
but rather that at the moment when his mission is most fully
"opened up" and made explicit to him, he knows absolutely
nothing. His depth of not-knowing (asthe not-knowing of the
Son, the Word) goes infinitely beyond any mere human
separation from truth. Balthasar affirms, "In his dereliction [on
the Crosg], the Father givesno word of answer to the Son; and
his Word, that is, the Son himself, sinks into the silence of
death." 42

This death isenormoudly fruitful becauseit islocated within
the Trinitarian life. Balthasar holds that "the Son's eternal, holy
distance from the Father, in the Spirit, forms the basis on which
the unholy distance of the world's sin can be transposed into it,
can be transcended and overcome by it."43 The Son's holy
distanceisintellectual, whereas the unholy distance of theworld's
sinismoral. AsBalthasar states, "This [thefreergjection of God's

41 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 4:349; cf. Balthasar, Theologik 2:294££ Balthasar indicates that
Jesus' experience on the Cross iswhat John of the Cross describes asthe "dark night of the
soul." In Novo millenio ineunte, the Pope takes up the same theme, but the Pope, drawing
upon Catherine of Sienaand Therese of Lisieux, insists upon "the paradoxical blending of
blissand pain," without suggesting that the blissisno longer experienced (no. 27).

42 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 4:359; cf. Balthasar, Theologik 2:294££.

43 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 4:362; cf. Balthasar, Theologik 2:314ff., where Balthasar
summarii.es Adrienne von Speyr's theology of Holy Saturday.
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will] cannot be said to be an element that is present as a
possibility in the Son's relationship with the Father." 4 Yet the
Son's holy distance, in the divine plan, encompasses the unholy
distance: "These two forms of timelessnessthe God-
forsakenness of the damned and the God-forsakenness of the Son
on the Cross-are not simply unrelated. The latter isbecause of
the former. "4 Father and Sonmutually surrender themselvesand
are abandoned by the other, and this abandonment goesinfinitely
beyond the condition of finite sin.46 Moreover, "because of the
energy that man has invested in it, sin is a redlity, it is not
'nothing.” 47 Sinisthe "refuse" or "chaff" that is consigned by
Jesus to hell.48 It follows that the incarnate Son can truly bear all

44 Bathasar, Theo-Drama5:502.

45 |bid., 5:311; cf. 257 and elsewhere. For further elucidation of this point, see Nichals,
No BloodlessMyth, 216.

46 The problem nonetheless remains: how does afundamentally "intEllectual” distance-it
hasto be such, sincethe divine Persons never hate each other-encompass awillful distance
constituted by hatredof God? Balthasar affirmsthat Adrienne von Speyr solvesthis problem:
"The mention of the Father here opens up anew and significant dimension of Adrienne von
Speyr's theology which supplies what islacking in Luther's theology. For here Hell isa
trinitarian event. She portrays at length the trinitarianform of sin, a matter which cannot be
presented here. However, afundamental statement isthat on Holy Saturday the Son (asman
and redeemer) isinitiated into the dark mystery of the Father, something which itself can
happen only in secret and in silence. This presupposes a motion (not potentiality) in the
eternal lifeof the Trinity. This isaready true of the Cross: 'The Father isnever more present
than in this absence on the Cross.' Hell isdescribed asa'preserve’ of the Father, inthe sense
that, ascreator (indeed, already asgenerator of the Son, in whom every possible universe is
aways aready co-projected) he foresaw and took responsibility for the possibility of the
creature's freedom and, on the basis of the abuse of its freedom, the possibility of its eternal
perishing: ‘achaos of sin ... like amirror image of the chaos at the beginning of creation.'
And now there issomething like a'retraction’ of the Father, in order to admit the incarnate
Son into this ultimate darkness, whichthe Father disclosesto him, asthe redeemer of sinners,
only here at the end of the way of redemption" (Balthasar, Theologik 2:321-22, emphasis
added).

47 Bathasar, Theo-Drama5:314.

48 Cf. Balthasar | beologik 2:324: "In hispassagethrough hell, Christ encounters not only
sin, which has now become an amorphous mass, but also figures which Adrienne has called
‘effigies’ [Effigien). These effigiesconsist of what of hisown substance aman haslent to the
sin he has committed: 'This lost piece of mangoesinto hell with sin.' The Son replaces what
has been lost by his personalgrace: 'So the erstwhile sinner is indeed now closer to the Lord,
but at the same time, assinner, he is copied, in negative, in hell. An effigy of him ... lies
buried and rejected in hell." The effigiesare likea hollow impression, aswhen abody haslain
in the sand." The quotations are from Adrienne von Speyr's Kreuzund Holle, vol. 1.
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sin-in its hypostasized form, stripped of its association with
particular disobedient persons-without perverting hisown will.
Quoting Adrienne von Speyr, Balthasar notes, "' The Son presents
to the Father, in his own person, the sin of the world that he has
taken away', at the same time presenting to him 'in his Body, his
Bride, the living sinner now stripped of sin.™ 49

For Balthasar, then, the Son's obedience on the Cross, in order
to bear sin fully, must be characterized by two elements. absolute
faithfulness, and absolute lack of grounding in knowledge. Jesus
only movesto the pinnacle of obedience (the pinnacle of union
with the Father's will) by simultaneously entering the abyss of
not-knowing. The highest obedience-the highest charity-is that
which obeyswithout (conscious) knowledge or hope. This highest
charity expresses the self-abandoning that characterizes absolute
Love, namely, the Trinity: "This obedience alone exegetes God as
Trinitarian love, and that precisely by the Father's exposing his
Son out of love for the world to the contradiction of the
contradivine. " 50

In light of Balthasar's theology, the Pope's affirmation that
"Jesus cry on the cross ... isnot the cry of anguish of a man
without hope" takes on particular significance. Balthasar's ideas
about Trinitarian diastasisinner-Trinitarian faith, and Trinitarian
metaphysics depend largely upon his interpretation of Christ's
consciousness on the Cross. Were this thread withdrawn from his
theology, much elsewould have to be revised. For Balthasar the
Son's abandonment, his supreme not-knowing, isthe pinnacle of
love, the revelation of the infinite inner-Trinitarian "spaces' of
divine kenosis. If, on the contrary, the incarnate Son experienced
his abandonment as perfect knowing-supreme awareness of

4 Balthasar, Theo-Drama 5:314-15.

s Balthasar, Theologik 2:331. "Dieser Wahnsinn offenbart sich nicht im Wesen
Gottes-er wiirde es, fallsGott der Welt bediirfte, um Gott zu sein--, sondem in Dem, der
in einem einzigen Akt das absolut G<>ttlicheund das absolut Widergottliche zu einen
vermocht hat, nicht im Wahnsinn einer titanisch-iibermenschlichen Gebarde, sondem in der
Schlichtheit seines Gehonams. Dieser Gehonam allein legt Gott alsdie trinitarische Liebe
aus, und zwar gerade dadurch, daB der Vater -seinen Sohn aus Liebe zur Welt dem
Widenpruch des Widergottlichen audliefert. Krenz und Trinitat beweisen sich gegenseitig,
wobei Krenz in al seinen oben angedeuteten und menschlicher Logik unventandlichen
Dimensionen genommen wird."
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man's sin in the midst of conscious "[seeing] the Father and
[rgoicing] fully in him," to quote the Pope again-then the Cross,
the divine being, and the Trinitarian processions of wisdom and
love (along with the creaturely being that flows from these
processions), would not be adequately characterized by
Balthasar's dialectic. In affirming that "not even the drama of his
passion and death will be able to shake his serene certainty of
being the Son of the heavenly Father" (no. 24), Pope John Paul
Il has thus brought to our attention-whether intentionally or
not-a theological debate fundamental to how the Church will
understand its most profound mysteries in the new millennium.
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I RUTH IS IN MIND either as conformed to something or as
conformed to by something. As conformed to something,
truth ispassiveknowledge. It isknowledgethat ismeasured
or caused by something else. This source of passive or received
truth might be an individual, a property or universal, or afact. In
sense knowledge, my image of a half-submerged oar is false
becauseit faillsto conform to the oar's real shape. My subsequent
image of the uplifted oar istrue because it does conform to the
oar's shape. In intellectual knowledge, my concept of atriangle
as a three-sided plane figure is true because it conforms to the
definition of atriangle. And my knowledge that the anglesof a
triangle total one hundred eighty degrees, expressed in the true
judgment to that effect, conforms to and is measured by the
corresponding fact.

These three types of measured truth are not on a par.
Philosophers rightly say that only judgment is strictly speaking
true. This isbecause only judgments, and not either concepts or
percepts, make claims about existence. And those claims either
correspond to the facts (are true) or not. When they do and they
are subject-predicate judgments, the judger not only knowsreality
but also knows his judgment's own conformity to reality.l In
judging that Sis P, I compare the subject to my idea of it in the
predicate, affirming that the former conforms to the latter. So
when my judgment is true, | know both redlity itself and my

1St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiael, g. 16, a. 2.
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mind's conformity to reality. Thus, the truth of judgment is
always more comprehensive knowledge than the truth of either
concepts or percepts.

By contrast, as conformed to by something, truth is measure
and not measured, active and not passive. This is ontological as
opposed to logical truth. It isknowledge that measures or causes
something else. Here, truth is a model. Jefferson's plan for
Monticello iswhat measures and is conformed to by the actual
Monticello. The ideal Monticello as archetype is said to be the
truth of the artifact, the real Monticello. The latter iscalled true
because it measures up to its truth. Thus, in the mind that con-
forms, what is known istrue and what istrue is known. But in
mind that is conformed to, what is known istruth and what is
truth is known. Thus, knowledge and truth are equivalent
notions. Not only is something true (or truth) when it is known
but something isalso known when it istrue (or truth).

But istruth in the first instance primarily speaking in mind?
And if itis, isit primarily in mind that conforms or in mind that
is conformed to? Does it strictly speaking characterize passive
mind or active mind? Is it in mind as modeled or in mind as
model? In the first section | argue that truth is primarily
something conformed to and not something that conforms. It is
primarily a measure and only secondarily something measured.
That means that propositional truth istruth only in a secondary
sense. For here statements or propositions conform to facts and
not viceversa. In the second section | argue that truth isin mind
and not in things and that it is primarily in God's mind.2

Consider the relation between 'true’ and 'truth’ on the one
hand and 'good’ and 'goodness on the other. One can say that
the predicates 'true’ and 'good’ alwayshave a sense that includes
and hence depends on the sense of ‘truth’ and 'goodness
respectively. Things are called true after truth and things are

2 St. Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate,q. I, a. 2.
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caled good after goodness. When they are, they are always so
called in asecondary sense. The same goes for all abstract nouns
and their corresponding adjectives. Recall Plato's ideathat things
are caled F after F-ness. The sense of the adjective feeds off the
sense of the noun. It does so, with some difference, the way in
which, in Aristotle's celebrated example, ‘'hedthy' feeds off
'health’. 3 The sense of 'healthy' as predicated of food, com-
plexion, exercise, etc., includes and hence depends on the sense
of 'hedlth’. Where 'health’ means "physical well-being," food is
called healthy only because it is conducive to physical well-being
in an animal. Complexion is called healthy only because it is a
sign of physical well-being in a person, and so on. Similarly,
suppose that by the truth of anything x is meant its ground or
measure (asthe fact that snow iswhite isthe ground or measure
of the true statement "Snow iswhite"). And suppose that by the
goodness of anything y is meant the end of y. Then if xis called
true because it conforms to some ground or measure and y is
called good because it tends to its end, then x and y are called
true and good respectively in derived senses of those terms. For
here, the concept of aground or measure enters into the derived
sense "conforms to some ground or measure" and the concept of
an end enters into the derived sense "tends to its end." This
paralels the case of health. The concept of physical well-being
enters into the concept of "being conducive to physical well-
being" and not vice versa. Thus, "conforming to a ground or
measure” and "tending to its end" are derived senses of 'truth’

and 'goodness, respectively. That is why, when it is just these
senses that are meant, 'truth’ isreduced to 'true’ and 'goodness

to 'good’. Reflecting these derived senses, 'true’ and 'good’ are in
all cases predicated of things in which truth and goodness are
secondarily found.

All this assumes that truth has the sense of a ground or
measure and that goodness hasthe sense of an end. Both notions
are relational. Anything that is a measure is necessarily the
measure of something, and anything that isend is necessarily the

3 Aristotle, Metaphysicsk.3.1060b36-1061a7.
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end of something. But why say in the first instance that truth isa
measure and that goodness is an end? Why not say instead that
truth is correspondence to a measure and that goodness is
tendency to an end?

As for good, no end is caled good because the tendency
toward it isgood. On the contrary, the tendency is called good
becausewhat it tends to isgood. A seedling iscalled good because
it shows promise of reaching its natural end as a healthy, mature
plant. Otherwise we should not choose it over others. Recall
Aquinas's point that desires are called good only becausethe ends
to which they tend are good.4 My desire for peaceisgood because
peace isgood. Thus, since good passesover from end to tendency
or desire and not vice versa, goodness is primarily end and only
derivatively tendency toward end.

As for truth, take the correspondence view that "Snow is
white" istrue if and only if snow iswhite. Under this view, iron
pyrite is called falsegold only in a derivative sense-that is, only
because it dlicits the false belief or statement, "That is gold."
Under both this view and the view that truth is a measure, the
derived sense of 'true’ includes its primary sense, as was
previously seeninthe caseof 'health’. When 'truth’ means "being
ameasure" something iscalled true gold only becauseit conforms
to the measure of gold. The derived sense of ‘true’ here (i.e,
"conforms to some ground or measure") includes its primary
sense (i.e., the concept of aground or measure). And when ‘truth'
means "the conformity of statement to fact" the derived sense of
‘true’ in 'true gold' (i.e., "elicits the statement, "That is gold'
which corresponds to the fact") once again includes the primary
sense of 'true’ (i.e., the concept of correspondence to fact).

With thisin mind, recall our question. Why not say that truth
consists in the correspondence-relation between measured and
measure (hereafter, C) and not in being the measure itself (here-
after, M) by conformity to which the measured is called true?

To answer, compare two secondary senses of M and C,
respectively. Call them m and c. If m islogicaly prior to c then

4SThl,q. 16, a 1
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it follows that M is logically prior to C. M therefore wins out
over C so far as being the primary sense of truth is concerned.
This strategy turns on the following principle, P.

p

No actual primary sense of aterm r has a derived sense that includes a derived
sense of some alleged primary sense of r.

Thus, suppose that Y is the primary sense of r while Z is
alleged to be the primary sense of r. P states that if y isa derived
sense of Y then y does not include z, a derived sense of Z.
Otherwise Y has aderived sensey that comes not from Y but from
Z. And then, as against the supposition, y comes from Z and not
from Y. For if y depends on zand zdepends on Z then y depends
onZ.

An example will make this clear. Suppose Smith and Jones
hold rival definitions of 'goodness. Smith says that goodness
consists in being an end while Jones claims that goodness consists
in tending to an end. Call these definitions E and T, respectively.
From Smith's standpoint, when something iscalled good because
it tends to its end, 'good' isused in aderived sense. For "tending
to its end" (hereafter, €) includes the idea of an end, which for
Smith isthe primary sense of 'goodness. Thus, when a seedling
that overal looks promising is called good, it is so called,
according to Smith, in sense €. By the same token and from
Jones's standpoint, when something iscalled good because it isa
sign of something's tending to its end, 'good' is also used in a
derived sense. For "being asign of something's tending to its end"
(hereafter, t) includes "tends to its end,” what for Jones is the
primary sense of 'goodness. Thus, suppose that our seedling's
sprouting buds overnight iscalled good. Since that event iscalled
good because it isasign of the seedling's tending to its end, it is
so called, according to Jones, in sense t. NOowt here evidently
depends on e since t includes €. But since, under P, no actua
primary sense of aterm r has a derived sense that depends on a
derived sense of some alleged primary sense of r, it follows that
E and not T isthe primary sense of 'goodness.
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As it iswith goodness so isit with truth. Suppose that Smith
adopts M and saysthat truth consistsin being a measure while
Jones favors C and saysthat truth isthe conformity to ameasure.
From Smith's perspective, when x is called true because x
conforms to a measure, 'true’ isused in a derived sense. For "x
conforms to a measure" (hereafter, m) includes the idea of a
measure, which for Smith is the primary sense of 'truth’. Thus,
when anugget iscalled true gold becauseit conforms to goldness,
it isso called, according to Smith, in sensem. By the same token
and fromJones's perspective, when the same nugget iscalled true
gold because it €licits a belief that conforms to a ground or
measure (inthis casethe fact behind the belief), ‘truth’ isalso used
in aderived sense. For c, "x elicitsabelief that conforms to some
ground or measure" includes C, the idea of conforming to a
ground or measure (i.e., a fact) which for Jones isthe primary
sense of 'truth'.

Now it isevident here that c includes and hence depends on
m. "Eliciting a belief that conforms to some measure” includes
and hence depends on the idea of conforming to ameasure. Once
again, then, let us apply P. If ¢ which hangs on C includes m
which in turn hangs on M, then C is not the primary sense or
definition of 'truth’. Otherwise, by P, ¢ does not include m.

The same goes, pari passy, for fasity. If for Smith truth is a
measure and for Jones it is conformity to a measure, then for the
former falsity isabsence of ameasure (not-M), while for the latter
it is lack of conformity to a measure (not-C). From Smith's
standpoint, then, when something iscalled falsebecauseit failsto
conform to a measure, 'false’ isused in aderived sense. For the
idea of x's failing to conform to a measure (hereafter, not-m)
includes the idea of the absence of a measure, which for Smith is
the primary sense of ‘falsity’. To say that x lacksconformity to R
isto say that, so far asx isconcerned, Risnot its measure. Thus,
when for Smith a nugget of iron pyrite n is called fase gold
becauseit lacks conformity to goldness, it isso called in sense not-
m. To say that n lacks conformity to goldness is to say that
goldness is not n's measure or definition. That shows how the
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idea of the absence of a measure enters into the idea of the lack
of conformity to a measure.

The same goesfor falsebeliefs. Falsebeliefsare those that lack
acorresponding fact astheir ground or measure. But that isto say
that the facts that would make those beliefs true are absent or
missing. Again, sprinters say that they made a false start just
because the way they left the starting line lacks conformity to
some mental model for race-starting. In these as well as in all
other casesof falsity, the lack of conformity of x to some measure
R means that, so far asx isconcerned, R ismissing or absent.

By the same token and from Jones's standpoint, when n is
caled falsegold becauseit elicitsabelief that lacks conformity to
a measure (i.e., the supposed fact that n is gold), 'false' is also
used in a derived sense. For not-c, "x elicits a belief that lacks
conformity to ameasure," includes not-C, "lacks conformity to a
measure,” which for Jones isthe primary sense of 'false.

Now it is evident that not-c includes and hence depends on
not-m. "X elicits a belief that lacks conformity to a measure"
includes and hence depends on the idea of lacking conformity to
ameasure. To apply P once more, then, if not-c which hangs on
not-C includes m which in turn hangs on not-M, then not-C is
not the primary sense or definition of ‘falsity’. Otherwise, going
by P, not-c would not include not-m.

From thisit followsthat 'truth’ no more meansthe conformity
of something to a ground or measure than 'goodness means the
tendency of athing to its end. These are senses of 'true’ and
'‘good’ and not the senses of 'truth’ and 'goodness. But then no
one correctly defines 'truth’ as the conformity of a belief or
statement to afact. For if the conformity of abelief or statement
to afact isnot acase of the conformity of something to itsground
or measure then nothing is. It follows that M wins out over C as
the primary sense or definition of ‘truth’. Truth is primarily
measure or ground and only derivatively the conformity of
measured to measure or grounded to ground. When we mean the
latter, the appropriate word to useis 'true’ and not ‘truth’. And
falsity is primarily the absence of measure or ground and only
derivatively the lack of conformity to some measure or ground.
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Here again, when it concerns the latter, the correct word to use
is'false’ and not 'falsity'.

It remains to determine whether truth isin minds. If it is, the
question is whether the mind is human, suprahuman, or both.
Since truth has the nature of a measure, this comes down to
asking whether the measures or standards by comparison to
which things are called true are in minds or not.

In at least some casesthe measure is doubtless mental and the
mind is ours. The measuring source of a work of art is some
model in the mind of an artist. Having abandoned several false
starts, asculptor calshislatest cut "the true one" only because it
conforms to his ideal model. It is true because it conforms to
what, for it, isitstruth. Here, truth is evidently ideal measure.
The ideal exemplar isthe truth of its exemplatum. So too is it
ideal standard in the crafts when products such as boats, houses,
furniture, etc., are by craftsmen called true when they conform to
their ideal models. Thisisproductive asopposed to artistic truth.
Here, the model is again the truth of the product.

Truth, however, is not just in these but in all cases menta
model. For suppose that truth isthe end of the intellect and that
the end of anything isitsfull realization or good. Suppose further
that the function of any intellect isto know. Then it follows that
truth is both the good of the intellect and the end or good of
knowing. Moreover, since what measures is prior to what is
measured, then, other things being equal, knowledge that
measures is prior to knowledge that is measured. Therefore the
good or full realization of the intellect is knowing that measures
things as opposed to knowing that is measured by things. From
al this it follows that truth is primarily in intellect as a priori
model and measure of things. Thus,

1 Truth isthe end of intellect.
2 The end of anything isitsfull realization or good.
3 Sotruth isthe full realization or good of intellect.
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4 But the function of intellect isto know.

5 Sotruth isthe end, good, or full realization of knowing.

6 But knowledge is fully realized when it measures as opposed
to being measured by things. Otherwise the measured is prior
to the measure.

7 Sothe end and good of intellect is knowing that isthe model
and measure of things as opposed to knowing that is measured
by things.

8 Therefore, truth isprimarily knowledge in intellect that isthe
apriori model and measure of things.

What applies to the definition applies to any instance. Hence,
truth isideal model and measure in propositional truth no less
than it is in artistic and productive truth. In the truth of
propositions, the thing measured is some statement, proposition,
or judgment (the difference here makes no difference) and the
measure is some fact to which the latter corresponds. The
statement "Snow iswhite" istrue because in fact snow iswhite.
The former is patterned after the latter which isitsidea model
and measure. Like artifacts, then, statements are called true
because they conform to their ideal measures. A fact isthe truth
of a true statement no less than the plan of Monticello in
Jefferson's mind isthe truth of Monticello. In propositional truth
these standards are objective factsand not subjective models. But
in both cases, truth is the model and measure of the true. As
artists work for the sake of copying their ideal models, so too do
persons judge and make statements for the sake of mirroring the
facts. Artistslook to their mental models as aguide for what they
make with a view to copying those models. Just so do honest
persons look to facts as a guide for what they say in order to
mirror those facts in language. In both, then, the model or
measure functions asfinal cause.

The difference is that the facts that serve as final causes of
statements in propositional truth are not found in our minds.
Otherwise in making true statements our intellect aways
conforms to itself. It is difficult to see in that case how true
judgments are distinguished from false ones. For false statements
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too, when sincerely made, conform to the minds of those who
make them. One's false statement that whales are fish conforms
to one's belief that whales are fish. It is aso difficult, if
propositional truth ishoused in our minds, to see how solipsism
is skirted. For all knowledge of fact isin that case knowledge of
self. It follows, therefore, that the fact which is the ground,
measure, and model of atrue statement existsapriori or ante rem
in God's mind.



The Thomist 65 (2001): 593-611

PLANTINGA ON BELIEF

jOHNR. T.LAMONT

Oxford, England

ALVIN PLANTINGA'S Warranted Christian Belief is an
important book about an important subject.t During most

of the history of analytic philosophy of religion, discussion
about the rational grounds for religiousbelief, or lack thereof, has
been understood as discussion of the grounds for belief in the
existence of God. It has been pointed out that most believers,
philosophers included, do not hold a simple theism independent
of any other religious commitment, but rather accept belief in the
existence of God as part of belief in a specific religion like
Judaism or Christianity. But analytic philosophers have not
concentrated on the nature of rational justification for belief in a
religion that claims to be revealed.2 When one of the most
eminent analytic philosophers of religion produces a major work
on the rational grounding of Christian belief, it is therefore a
significant event.

Part of the significance comes from the fact that Plantinga is
the Christian philosopher who isbest known and respected by the
secular philosophical world, at least in English-speaking coun-
tries. His views are thus liable to be taken as the best rational
defense that Christians can offer for their belief. It is therefore

1AlvinPlantings, WarrantedChristiarBelief(Oxford: Oxofrd University Press, 2000). Pp.
xx + 508. ISBN 0-19-513192-4 (cloth), 0-19-513193-2 (paper). Page numbers in the text
refer to this book.

2 This isnot an exceptionless generalization; the principal exception to it is Richard
Swinburne, whose work has had the object of giving good reasons for accepting Christian
belief. Nonetheless it isbroadly true.
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important that Christians evaluate whether or not he succeedsin
his aim of showing that Christian belief is reasonable.

Plantinga's book builds on his previous two books, Warrant:
The Current Debate and Warrant and Proper Function, which
examined and criticized current views on knowledge and
justification and argued for his own position on these subjects.
His object in Warranted Christian Belief isto use the conclusions
of these books to address the question of whether Christian belief
isrationally acceptable.3

He distinguishes between two kinds of objections that can be
raised to the rationality of Christian belief. The first kind are de
facto objections, which assert that some or all Christian beliefsare
false. The second are de jure objections, which claim that
Christian belief lacks rationality in some way (i.e., that it is
unjustified, irrational, or unwarranted). His object in the book is
to argue that there are no good de jure objections to the
rationality of Christian belief that do not depend on de facto
objections.

Before embarking on this task he addresses objections to the
view that Christian belief is possible. He argues convincingly
against the positions of Gordon Kaufman, John Hick, and (on
some interpretations) Immanuel Kant, who have claimed that it
is impossible to refer to God or make affirmative predications
about him, and hence that Christians cannot hold the beliefsthat
they purport to hold.

Having dealt with this preliminary issue, Plantinga asks how
the de jure question isto be understood. He first considers the
evidentialist view, as found in John Locke. Evidentialism
embodies classical foundationalism and deontologism. Classical
foundationalism holds that a belief is acceptable for a person if
and only if it iseither self-evident, incorrigible, or evident to the
senses, or elseis believed on the evidentia basisof propositions

3 By Christian belief he means what iscommon to the great creeds of the main branches
of the Christian church.
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that are acceptable and support it deductively, inductively, or
abductively. Classical deontologism holds that we have a moral
duty to regulate our beliefsin thisway. A belief is justified if the
believer hasfollowed this duty in forming it. The dejurequestion
for the evidentialist will be whether Christian believers follow
their duty by proportioning their belief to the evidence available
to them. Plantinga rejects this view of the de jure question,
because he holds that classical foundationalism can be seen to be
false. It isself-refuting, becauseit is not itself either self-evident,
incorrigible, evident to the senses, or based on propositions that
are; and it does not fit most of the beliefsthat we quite reasonably
hold, as for example that the world is round. When classical
foundationalism isrejected, it becomes clear that deontologism is
inadequate as abasisfor posing the de jurequestion. We do have
aduty to be responsible in forming our beliefs, but it isclear that
an average Christian believer livesup to this duty if he has made
reasonable efforts to inform himself about the objections to
Christianity and still finds himself sincerely convinced of itstruth.
If we understand justification in adeontological sense, asmeaning
satisfaction of our duties towards the truth, it is obvious that
Christian belief can be justified. The de jure question ought not
therefore to be understood as asking whether belief isjustified in
this sense, because the answer istoo easy.

We approach a right formulation of the question when we
look at the objections to belief given by Freud and Marx. Freud
sees religious belief as resulting from wish-fulfilment, and Marx
seesit as resulting from a perverted world view that is produced
by a perverted social order. Both these objections, in Plantinga's
view, amount to the complaint that belief lackswarrant. Warrant
is the property that distinguishes knowledge from mere true
belief, if it is present in sufficient amounts. The right de jure
question to ask about Christian belief iswhether it lackswarrant.
Plantinga here makes use of the account of warrant he has
developed in histwo previous books. A belief iswarranted, in his
view, when it is produced by cognitive facultiesthat are aimed at
truth, and that are functioning properly according to a good
design plan in an environment for which they have been
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designed. A design plan specifiesaway of working that subserves
the purpose of athing; it isagood plan if a thing achieves its
purpose when working according to that plan.

In attempting to answer this de jure question, Plantinga
distinguishes between belief in God's existence and belief in the
teachings of the gospel. He offersamodel of how we might come
to have warranted belief in God's existence, which he calls the
Aquinas/Calvin (A/C) model because of itssupposed resemblance
to the viewsof those thinkers. He then extends this model to give
an account of belief in the gospel. He explains how these models
satisfy the conditions for warrant that he has set out, and
considers arguments against their providing warrant. The pro-
posal of these models isnot intended to show that Christian belief
actually is fully warranted, since that would mean establishing
that it istrue and hence going beyond the de jure question; it is
only meant to show how such belief could be warranted, and to
establish that if Christian belief is true then it probably is
warranted.

Plantinga claimsthat Aquinas and Calvin agree that there isa
natural knowledge of God. He cites Summa contra GentileslIl,
c. 38, and Summa Theologiael, g. 2, al, ad 2 for Aquinas's
position, but bases his model on Calvin's account. He uses
Calvin's term sensusdivinitatisto name the cognitive faculty that,
on this model, produces belief in God in humans. The sensus
divinitatisis a faculty that belongs to humans by nature. The
belief in God that it produces isbasic; it isnot inferred from other
beliefs4 Certain circumstances trigger the operation of the sensus
divinitatis. It takes these circumstances asinput, and produces as
output belief in God. An example of such a circumstance would
be an experience of the glories in nature, which would produce
in usthe belief that there isa God who has created them. These
circumstances are not reasons for the belief in God produced by
the sensusdivinitatis; they are occasions of its formation. Belief
produced by the sensusdivinitatisis properly basic with respect
to justification, in that a person is not behaving irresponsibly in

4 Plantinga thinks that it ispossible to establish that God exists using inference from other
beliefsthat are known, but this isnot, he says, how the sensusdivinitatisworks.
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believingin God in thisway. Most importantly, belief produced
by the sensusdivinitatisis warranted. The purpose of the sensus
divinitatisisto enable us to have true beliefsabout God-that is
why he created uswith it. When it functions properly, it produces
true beliefsabout God. So, the belief it produces is warranted.

One is naturaly inclined to ask why not everyone holds true
beliefs about God, if we al possess the sensus divinitatis by
nature. Plantinga holds that its operation is impeded by sin,
which interferes with or even suppresses its functioning, and
makes us unwilling to accept its deliverances. Thissinis origina
aswell as personal. God's remedy for human sin and itseffectsis
given in the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. He
needed to inform us about this plan of salvation, which he did
through athree-part process. The first part isthe production of
the Bible, which informs us about this plan, and has God himself
as principa author. The second isthe sending of the Holy Spirit,
which repairs the ravagesof sinin our hearts. The chief effect of
this sending is the internal instigation of the Holy Spirit, which
produces the third part, faith. Faith involvesboth mind and will.
Its intellectual aspect is knowledge of God's plan of salvation.
The part of the will in faith is both affective (loving and being
grateful to God) and executive (accepting the offered gift of
salvation and committing one's self to the Lord).

The internal instigation of the Holy Spirit, unlike the sensus
divinitatis,does not belong to humans by nature. Rather, it isthe
result of a supernatural divine intervention, which is made
necessary by sin.5 The belief in the gospel produced by the in-
ternal instigation of the Holy Spirit is basic, not the result of
inference. It is properly basic, and thus warranted, because the
internal instigation of the Holy Spirit has the function of pro-
ducing true beliefs, operates in an appropriate cognitive en-
vironment, and succeedsin carrying out its function.

Plantinga does not think that ordinary human faculties can
produce warranted belief in the gospel, because the historical

sPlantinga differs here from Aquinas, who thinks that faith isan essentially supernatural
grace that surpasses the power of any created being, and hence that grace would have been
necessary for faith even in unfallen man.
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evidence for the Bible's being divinely inspired istoo weak. He
considers the claim that there are defeaters for the beliefs
produced by the sensusdivinitatis and the internal instigation of
the Holy Spirit. The principal candidates for such defeaters are
the findings of contemporary biblical scholarship, the positions of
postmodernism and pluralism, and the existence of suffering and
evil in the world. He argues that none of these candidates can
succeed in defeating Christian belief, and concludesthat there are
no good dejureobjectionsto such belief. The question of whether
such belief is in fact true is beyond the scope of philosophy,
whose role ismerely to clear away obstaclesto faith.

Plantinga's substantial book contains many valuable dis-
cussionsthat cannot be considered here. But his main positions,
which are sketched out above, must be judged wanting, for both
philosophical and theological reasons.

A) Sensusdivinitatis

Two problems arise for his account of the sensusdivinitatis.
The first is whether such a thing really exists; the second is
whether, if it exists, it can be said to provide knowledge.

The idea of an intuitive, non-inferential knowledge of the
existence of God or godsisoriginally apagan one. In Cicero's De
natura deorum, the Epicurean Velleius asserts that

[Epicurus] alone perceived, first, that the gods exist, because nature herself has
imprinted a conception of them on the minds of all mankind. For the belief in
the gods has not been established by authority, custom, or law, but restson the
unanimous and abiding consensus of mankind; their existence is therefore a
necessary inference, since we possessan instinctive or rather an innate concept
of them [intelligi necesse est esse deos, quoniam insitas eorum vel potius
innatus cognitionis habemus]. 6

6 Cicero, De natura deorum, tr. H. Rackham (Cambridge, Mass.: Loeb, 1933), 45-47.
Epicurus describes these innate notions by the Greek term npOATJJII;.
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One may speculate that Calvin was influenced by Greek sources
in devising his notion of the sensusdivinitatis. 7 Aquinas, unlike
Calvin (and in spite of Plantinga's talk of an "Aquinas/Calvin
model"), did not accept the idea of abasic knowledge of God of
the kind that Plantinga postulates. This was probably aconscious
rejection, since he had read the De natura deorum. He did think
that wehave aconfused innate knowledge of God through having
an innate grasp of the concepts of being, truth, and goodness, but
this isnot a knowledge that Plantingaswho denies that God is
identical with being, truth, or goodness-could accept. The
natural knowledge of God to which Aquinas refersin G I, c.
38, isnot abasic belief, but the result of inference from the order
observable in nature.

The trouble with the claim that there is such athing as the
sensusdivinitatis, which isapart of human nature and givesus a
correct understanding of God, is that such a correct under-
standing isnot to be found among humans generally. The only
people who have held a conception of God that Plantinga would
accept asmore or lessaccurate have been those who belonged to
religionsthat were based on or influenced by God's revelation to
the Jews, and (questionably) a few who have arrived at a right
view of God through lengthy philosophical investigation. If the
sensus divinitatis really exists, why isit that every instance of a
correct understanding of God can be explained asdue to a cause
other than its operation? Why are there no examples of its
undoubtedly working on its own? This fact makesthe idea of the
sensus divinitatis doubtful.

Plantinga might reply that those people who are not
Christians, Muslims, Jews, or philosophers do not have an ade-
quate knowledge of God because in them the operations of the
sensus divinitatis are corrupted by sin. But alarge proportion of
people who have correct beliefs about God live lives that are
devoted to serious sin. It thus cannot be the case that sin

7 Probably Stoicrather than Epicurean; he was interested in Stoicism, and translated some
of Seneca's works. For adiscussion of Seneca's views on innate knowledge of God, see Myrto
Dragona-Monachou, The SoicArgtdments for the Existence and the Providence of the Gods
(Athens, 1976), 185££.; and Seneca, Letters 41, 90, 120.
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invariably distorts or silencesthe sensusdivinitatis. 1t can only be
said to do so for the mgjority of sinners, while the senseisableto
operate for asubstantial minority. Why isit then that outside the
group of philosophers and believersin theistic religions, there is
no such minority?

The sorts of innate knowledge of God postulated by Aquinas
and Epicurus would not sufficefor Plantinga's sensus divinitatis,
because the knowledge of God given by the sensus divinitatis is
supposed to be areligioudly sufficient one, which provides uswith
the information we need to enter into a proper relationship with
God. A necessary component of such knowledge would bethat it
enables us to distinguish between God and created things, thus
making it possible for us to keep the second commandment. 8
Epicuruss conception, which says that there are many gods,
obviously will not do this.

Moreover, the account of God that Plantinga provides, and
that he would presumably hold to be furnished by the sensus
divinitatis, isnot religiously adequate. Plantinga's own account of
God failsto distinguish adequately between God and creation,
because he rejects the doctrine of divine impassibility. His
characterization of this doctrine is partly mistaken, because he
thinks that it excludes God's feeling joy or delight, but he sees
rightly that it excludes God's suffering, longing, or desire. He
insists by contrast that God can and does suffer, and experiences
longing and desire. In doing so, he attributes to God properties
that are incompatible with the divine nature, and that can only
exist in creatures. © He defends his regjection of this doctrine by
claming that it is incompatible with the Scriptures, which
attribute these properties to God (319). This scriptural argument
is insufficient. There are a few passages in the Scriptures that
could be said to ascribe suffering to God if taken literally, but

8 Here | am following Peter Geach in his"On Worshipping the Right God," in God and
the Soul (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1969).

' This point could also be made about his Does God Have a Nature? (Milwaukee:
Marquette University Press, 1980), where he maintains that there iscomposition in God, but

I will confine myself to discussingthe assertions about God that he makes in the book under
review.
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there are also many more passagesthat describe him as feeling
hatred, fury, and vengeance. We do not and cannot take the latter
passages at face value, so Plantinga cannot demand that we take
the former ones at face value without further consideration. Such
consideration shows that we ought not to think that God literally
suffers. God isinfinitely good, and enjoysinfinite happiness and
bliss. The evils on account of which Plantinga claims that God
suffers are evils that occur in the world, and hence finite,
although enormous. God can feel either a finite or an infinite
suffering on account of these evils. An infinite suffering over finite
evilswould be infinitely disproportionate, so God would not feel
it. But finite suffering would make no difference to a being al-
ready enjoying infinite bliss, and thus would not matter to God,;
it would be pointless and unimportant. But suffering that is
unimportant will not do for Plantinga, because the whole point
of divine suffering, for him, isthat it is of account to God. The
attribution of suffering to God results from a certain anthropo-
morphism on Plantinga's part, from neglecting to think of God as
the infinite and perfect being that he is. It is deeply perverse to
insist that suffering must be found in the source of all joy,
goodness, beauty, and love.

There is however a more serious argument against divine
impassibility that could be extracted from Plantinga's remarks on
faith (319ff.). He rightly saysthat the love of God involved in
faith resembles God's own love. He might argue thus. possession
of saving faith involves a certain participation in the divine
nature; the love involved in faith includes an element of longing
and desire; therefore, the divine nature includes an element of
longing and desire. But this argument is invalid, because it does
not include the premise that the longing and desire involved in
faith is part of what makes this faith a participation in the divine
nature. This premise will not be accepted by those who hold a
traditional view of the divine nature. They will point out that
although some kinds of love involve longing for an absent good,
other kinds involve enjoyment of a good possessed, and it isthe
presence of alove of God of the latter sort that makes faith a
participation in the divine nature. This love is brought about by
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the fact that in saving faith we possess the good of God's
friendship through charity. The longing for God felt by those
who have faith reflects the fact that their participation in the
divine nature has not been brought to fulfilment. In Heaven,
where it isbrought to fulfilment, this participation isgreater, but
all longing isreplaced by enjoyment. We cannot therefore say that
participation in the divine nature includes longing and desire.

The existence of the sensusdivinitatisis thus doubtful. But
even if it were to exist, it would not provide uswith knowledge
of God's existence. The difficulty with claiming that the sensus
divinitatis provides knowledge can be seen from the following
example. Suppose God creates a person Swith a mental con-
dtitution that causes S to come noninferentially to believe,
whenever he meets a man with blue eyes, that that man is an
used-car salesman. God arranges that all the blue-eyed men in S's
vicinity are used-car salesmen, and whenever Smeets a blue-eyed
man, he forms his belief accordingly. (To avoid confusing the
issue, suppose that he never gets independent evidence of these
men being used-car salesmen.) God forms Ssmental constitution
and arranges S's environment in this way in order to bring it
about that Sforms atrue belief about the used-car-salesman status
of the particular blue-eyed men that he meets. Ssbelief would be
exactly parallel to the belief in God produced by the sensus
divinitatis, and it would be warranted and constitute knowledge
in Plantinga's view, because it istrue, results from the operation
of a design plan aimed at true belief that is operating in the
environment for which it is designed, and its design plan is a
good design plan for the environment in which it is designed,
indeed a perfect one since it can never produce false belief. But
obviously S's belief would not in fact be knowledge, and would
not even be reasonable.

Connected with this counterexample is a flaw in Plantinga's
general view of knowledge and warrant. He confusesthe purpose
athing has with the motivation for bringing it into existence that
prompted the person who made it. If we allow that things have
functions or purposes by their nature, we cannot identify these
two. Suppose, for example, that an orange-growing company uses
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genetic engineering to create aspeciesof insectsthat will destroy
all orange trees except the strain of tree that they have specially
developed. The company's motivation for creating the specieswill
be to make money, but the natural purpose of the insectswill not
be to make money for the company; it will be to live and re-
produce, as with all breeds of animal. It is thus illegitimate to
infer, asPlantinga does, that because the sensus divinitatis and the
internal instigation of the Holy Spirit were supposedly created by
God so that they could provide uswith true beliefs, they therefore
have this function by nature.

B) Internal Instigation of the Holy Spirit

Evaluating Plantinga's conception of the internal instigation of
the Holy Spirit is less straightforward than evaluating his
conception of the sensus divinitatis. This is because he does not
really have a single consistent position on the nature of the
former. Rather, he expressestwo different positions, which are of
different merit.

The difference liesin whether or not Christian faith isbelief in
God's testimony. On the one hand, Plantinga frequently asserts
that it is. He states,

On the model, there is both scripture and the divine activity leading to human
belief. God himself (on the model) is the principal author of Scripture.
Scripture is most importantly a message, a communication from God to
humankind: scripture is aword from the Lord. But then this just is a special
case of the pervasive process of testimony, by which, as a matter of fact, we
learn most of what we know.10

Elsewhere Plantinga says something different about the way in
which we come to believe. He describes an encounter with the
Scriptures, or with areport of what issaid by the Scriptures, asan
occasion for belief, rather than asfurnishing reason for belief. He
asserts that when we read Scripture or are told of it, or in some
other way encounter ascriptural teaching,

10 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 251.
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What issaid simply seemsright; it seemscompelling; one finds oneself saying
'Yes, that's right, that's the truth of the matter; this isindeed the word of the
Lord." | read 'God was in Christ, reconciling the world to himself'; | come to
think: 'Right; that's true; God realy was in Christ, reconciling the world to
himself!" And | may aso think something abit different, something about that
proposition: that it isa divine teaching or revelation, that in Calvin's words it
is'from God. What one hears or reads seemsclearly and obviously true and

(at any rate in paradigm cases) seemsalso to be something the Lord isintending
to teach. 1t

Here, faith is described as being produced by something other
than belief in God's testimony. It issimply an immediate convic-
tion of the truth of the Christian message. Plantinga does not
clearly say whether or not this immediate conviction and the re-
cognition that the messageisfrom God can both be said to give
rise to belief in the Christian message, but he implies in some
passagesthat it isthe immediate conviction that produces belief,
not the recognition of its divine origin, and that this recognition
isaconcomitant of belief in the messagerather than aground for
it. He says,

[Calvin] does not mean to say, | think (at any rate this is not how the model
goes), that the Holy Spirit induces belief in the proposition the Bible (or the
book of Job, or Paul's epistles, or the thirteenth chapter of First Corinthians)
comes to us from the very mouth of God. Rather, upon reading or hearing a
given teaching-a given item from the great things of the gospel-the Holy
Spirit teaches us, causes usto believe that that teaching isboth true and comes
from God. Sothe structure here isnot: what istaught in Scripture istrue; this
(eg., that in Christ, God was reconciling the world to himself) istaught in
Scripture; therefore, this istrue. It is rather that, on reading or hearing a
certain teaching t, one forms the belief that t, that very teaching, istrue and
from God. 12

It is quite right to deny that belief artsmg from accepting
someone's testimony isproduced by inference, 13 and thus it istrue
that belief in God's testimony will be a basic belief (and a

1 1pid., 250.
12 |bid., 260.

13 For argument supporting this position, see C. A. J. Coady, Testimony: A Philosophical
Sudy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992).



PLANTINGAON BELIEF 605

properly basic belief, since it will be believing someone who is
knowledgeable and truthful). But Plantinga, in asserting in the
above passage that the belief involved in faith is properly basic,
does not seem to have in mind the proper basicality that belongs
to belief in the testimony of a truthful knowledgeable person.
Rather, this proper basicality attaches to the immediate conviction
that believers possessof the truth of the great things of the gospel.
Since in this immediate conviction the Holy Spirit causes us to
believe that the teachings of the gospel are true, the conviction
that God teaches these things cannot form part of our grounds for
believing in their truth, because this belief has already been
produced by the immediate conviction.

We may call these two different accounts of how Christian
faith is produced the testimony account and the immediate-
conviction account. The immediate-conviction account is not a
tenable one; it isopen to a number of insuperable objections.

First, it does not explan why faith should congtitute
knowledge or reasonable belief. Why should the fact that
believers have immediate conviction of the truth of their beliefs
make this conviction reasonable? Many people have firm
unshakable convictions that are completely unwarranted. Plan-
tinga would presumably reply that this immediate conviction is
rational and provides knowledge because it is produced by the
inner inspiration of the Holy Spirit, and a conviction so produced
satisfies the conditions he has laid down for a belief to be
warranted. It is brought about by God, our designer, with the
purpose of getting us to believe truths, and operates in the
environment-hearing  the truths of the gospel announced to
us-in which it is designed to operate; and since it is brought
about by God it cannot fail in achieving its purpose.

But the counterexample to Plantinga's account of the sensus
divinitatis that is given above also shows that the immediate
conviction that he describes asgiving rise to faith would produce
irrational belief. The production of S'sbelief about the blue-eyed
man being an used car salesman happens in the same way as the
production of belief in Christian teaching does on the immediate-
conviction account. Since Ssbelief isirrational, Christian belief
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would be irrational as well if it was formed in the way the
immediate-conviction account describes.

Second, most Christians have as a matter of faith held that
Christian faith rests on belief in God's testimony. Why would
God produce or alow this conviction, if-as the immediate-
conviction account implies-it is mistaken?

Third, Christians disagree over important matters of faith.
Why would such disagreements exist, if God immediately
produces belief in the truths of the gospel in the minds of
Christian believers? And how, on the immediate-conviction view,
can these disagreements beresolved, if the basisfor faith issimply
afeeling of conviction that isheld by believerson all sidesof such
disputes?

One reply to this objection might be that most Christians do
not disagree over important matters of faith; they agree on the
essentials of faith, and only disagree over nonessentials. But this
is not so. One example among very many would be over the
permissibility of divorce for Christians. Roman Catholics hold
that Christ's teaching absolutely forbids divorce between baptized
Christians, and that a Christian who divorces hisor her Christian
spouse and marries someone else commits adultery. Other
Christians hold that it is indeed permissible for Christians to
divorce. Another example isthe doctrine of the Real Presence of -
Christ inthe Eucharist. If Christ isredly physicaly present in the
Eucharist, it isobligatory to worship the Eucharistic elements as
divine; but if he is not, such worship will be idolatry.

Another reply would be that disagreement isdue to sin on the
part of people who hold wrong beliefs about the faith, and that
the way to make sure that one's convictions about faith are the
right ones isto refrain from sinning. |1 do not want to deny that
disagreements over the content of the faith are sometimes, even
often, the result of mistaken beliefs about faith, when the
existence of these beliefsisdue to the sin of the believer. But it is
unreasonable to say that thisisawaysthe case. It is dangerous as
well, because it tends to giveriseto the following line of thought.
If sinisthe only explanation for mistaken belief, it must be that
everyone who holds amistaken belief does so out of sin. Sincesin
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deserves punishment, it follows that those who hold mistaken
beliefs deserve to be punished. On the contrary, history teaches
usthat people can hold mistaken views about the teachings of the
Christian faith in complete innocence.

Pantinga could (and | suspect would) hold that the way to
settle doubts or disputes about the faith is by appealing to the
Scriptures, whose content believers accept as being spoken by
God. Butany answer that will emerge from such an appeal will be
accepted because it is spoken by God, and therefore not because
of immediate conviction, which is incompatible with his
immediate-conviction understanding of faith.

For these reasons the immediate-conviction account should be
rejected. Such aregection would actually improve Plantinga sview
of faith, because he would then beleft with histestimony account,
according to which God speaksin the Scriptures and the inner
action of the Holy Spirit leads us to recognize and believe this
speech. This account issimply the position of Christian tradition
on this subject. It isnot affected by the problems with his theory
of warrant and knowledge, because he does not need this theory
in order to say that testimony provides us with knowledge; we
know that testimony can be asource of knowledge, independently
of any philosophical theorizing about what knowledge is.14

Plantinga's testimony account suffers nevertheless from both
anegative and a positive flaw. The negative flaw isthat he does
not explain how the Holy Spirit enables us to recognize and
believe God's speech in the Scriptures. He may have intended the
immediate-conviction account to serve that purpose, but it does
not do so.

The positive flaw isthat for him believing God when he speaks
isa component of the virtue of Christian faith, rather than the
whole of the virtue. (We should distinguish between believing
God when he speaks, and believing what God says.’5 One can
believea proposition that isasserted by God, without believing it
because we are trusting God's testimony; the latter isthe sort of

14 Seeibid.
tsOn this see Elizabeth Anscombe, "What It Isto BelieveSomeone," in C.F. Delaney, ed.,
Rationalityand ReligiousBelief (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1979).
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belief involved in Christian faith.) The full virtue, on Plantinga's
view, the virtue possession of which means that the person who
possessesit isjustified (in the religious rather than the epistemic
sense), consistsin belief plus something else. The something else
isan act of the will that isdifferent from the act of believing God
when he speaks(e.g.,love of God, afeeling of trusting confidence
in Christ's redemptory work, living agood life, or acombination
of all of these).

The trouble with such aconception isthat the aspects of faith
that redeem us and make us acceptable to God turn out all to be
concentrated in the something else. Someone who loves God and
livesagood lifeisby that very fact saved and acceptable to God.
Sincethe redeeming aspects of faith are separate from belief in
God's testimony, whence comesthe useor necessity of suchbelief
for our redemption?16 The only function that belief can have in
our salvation, on thisview, isan instrumental one, that of being
helpful or necessary for the achievement of the plus-component-
as, for example, by providing uswith information that we require
in order to perform the actions that will bring about our sal-
vation. Thisishow Plantinga seemsto think of it.

But this view of the function of belief is not consonant with
the Scriptures. The Scriptures praise belief itself, not just actions
that we perform as a result of believing God or concomitantly
with believing God. Not only isbelief itself praised, it isdescribed
asbringing about our salvation. The noun ‘faith’ (tnOTI<;) and the
verb 'to believe' (tnOTEUW)have more than one sensein the New
Testament. In some cases, 'faith' refers to something other than
the act of believing someone's testimony (as for example Rom
3:3, wheretno-n<; describes God's trustworthiness rather than the

16 Luther made this criticism in rejecting the possibility of a formless infused faith.
Commenting on Galatians 5:6, he said that "the sophists [sc. the scholastic theologians) ...
say that even when faith has been divinely infused-and | am not even speaking of faith that
ismerely acquired-it does not justify unless it has been formed by love.... They even
declare that an infused faith can coexist with mortal sin. In this manner they completely
transfer justificationfrom faith and attribute it solely to loveasthus defined” (Luther, Works,
vol. 27 [Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1964), 28). Luther's criticism should not
he confused with hisrejection of formless faith on the grounds that all infused faith must
justify; the two criticisms of formless faith are distinct.
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act of believing); and there are many caseswhere it could be
disputed whether mun¢; should be understood as the act of
believingtestimony. There are, however, many passageswhere it
clearly means trusting someone's testimony.17The absence of
belief of the latter kind is blamed, while its presence is praised.
Clear instances of blame are found in Mark and 1 John. In Luke
24:25, Christ rebukesthe disciplesfor not having believed what
the prophets had spoken. 1John5:10 states "He who does not
believein God has made him aliar, because he has not believed
in the testimony that God has borne to his Son."

Beliefin God's testimony isdescribed by St. Paul in his letter
to the Romans as aworthy act that brings God's favor. Paul says
that Abraham was justified on account of hisbelieving God when
God promised that Sarah would bear achild in her old age, and
that he would have many descendants. "In hope he believed
against hope, that he should become the father of many nations;
as he had been told, 'So shall your descendants be. ... No
distrust made him waver concerning the promise of God, but he
grew strong in hisfaith as he gave glory to God, fully convinced
that God was able to do as he had promised. That waswhy his
faith was 'reckoned to him as righteousness™ (Rom 4:18, 20-22
[RSV]).Paul makesthe samepoint in Galatians. "L et me ask you
only this: Did you receive the Spirit by works of the law, or by
hearing with faith? ... Does he who supplies the Spirit to you
and works miracles among you do so by works of law, or by
hearing with faith? Thus Abraham ‘'believed God, and it was
reckoned to him asrighteousness” (Ga 3:2, 5-6.)

Advocates of a'belief-plus’ conception of the Christian virtue
of faith have sometimes tried to sguare their views with the
Pauline texts cited above by interpreting the faith referred to in
them as being something more than simply believing God when
he speaks. But this interpretation does unacceptable violence to
these texts. Itisclear in the passagefrom Romans cited above, for
example, that Paul is saying that Abraham was justified by the

17 ExamplesincludeMatt 9:28-29; Mark 13:21, 16:11-13; Luke 22:67; John 2:22, 3:12,
4:21, 4:50, 5:24, 5:46, 8:46-47, 10:24-25; Acts8:12, 27:25; Rom 10:16-17; 2Thessl:10;
2Tim 1:12; 1John5:10.
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simple act of believing God's promise to him. Texts like those in
James 2:27, which state that "faith without works is dead,” do
not provide support for a'belief-plus conception. The fact that
committing sin deprives faith of its salvificvalue does not mean
that faith isnot the sole cause of salvation when sin is absent.

The claim that faith on its own justifiesus might be met with
the objection that charity on its own justifiesus, and that charity
isdistinct from faith. The answer to this objection isthat charity
isalove, and loveisexercised in acts. As Aquinas conceived it,
formed faith, the faith that justifies, does not consist in choosing
to believe God when he speaks and also in a separate act of
choosing to love God in himself above all created things. Rather,
in formed faith there is only one act, the act of choosing to
believe God; and the love of God iswhat motivates this act. That
is how Aquinass view of faith avoids a 'belief-plus view. For
him, formed faith isan act of charity. It ismoreover aprivileged
act of charity, becauseit isthe act that opens the door to all other
acts of charity. For Christians, faith is the first act of charity,
upon which all other acts of charity are built, and without which
no charity ispossible.s

These criticismsof Plantinga should not be taken to mean that
hisbook failsin its stated goa of showingthat there isno dejure
objection to Christian belief that is independent of de facto
objections. He succeeds in this simply by pointing out that if
Christian belief istrue, it probably iswarranted. (Thisisnot hard
to establish, since on most construals of faith it is part of
Christian faith that faith iswarranted.) But hisambitious attempt
to show how it could bewarranted does not work out. Hisfailure
to show that belief in God's existence is properly basicisnot of
much consequence from a believer's point of view, since, as he
remarks, there are lots of sound arguments available to justify
such belief. His failure to show how the Holy Spirit can enableus
to recognize that God is speaking is a more serious theological
and apologetic shortcoming. It is but justice, however, to

18 Although Aquinasavoidsthe positive flaw in Plantiuga's account of faith, he shares the
negative flaw. He does not explain how the Holy Spirit brings us to recognize and believe
God's speaking.
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recognize that he fails where previous Christian thinkers have
generally not succeeded.
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SEIIE RECENT ARTICLES that have summarized the state of
rrent research on the subject of priestly representation

have come to the conclusion that the priest is capable of
acting in the person of Christ the Head because he first represents
the Church. 1 These articleshave drawn from David Coffey's 1997
essay on the common and the ordained priesthood. 2 The work of
Coffey has proved to be an important one for theologians
interested in the theology of priestly representation. What has
been lacking until now isany study of whether his central claims
are well founded.

Coffey's article aimed at developing a pneumatological
understanding of the priesthood of Christ, and what Coffey calls
the "priesthood of the Church" as a "distinct category,” in the
interest of reaching a new clarity with regard to the relation of
the ordained and the common priesthood. 3 In the course of his
article, one of the conclusions that Coffey reachesisthat there is

1 Most notably Thomas Rausch, "Priestly Identity: Priority of Representation and the
Iconic Argument,” Worship 73 (March 1999): 169-79; see aso Paul Philibert, "Issuesfor a
Theology of Priesthood: A Status Report,” in The Theology of Priesthood, ed. Donald
Goergen and Ann Garrido (Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 2000): 30-31. Both
Rausch and Philibert draw on an earlier essay by David Coffey, "PriesdyRepresentation and
Women's Ordination," inPriesthood: The Hard Questions, ed. Gerald P. Gleeson (Newtown,
New South Wales, Australia: E.J. Dwyer, 1992): 79-99.

2 David Coffey, "The Common and the Ordained Priesthood," Theological Sudies 58
Uune 1997): 209-36.

3 1bid., 213.
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a priority of the ecclesia to the Christological in the priestly
representation of Christ's Headship. To represent Christ asHead
is primarily the ability to represent the totus Christus, the Head
and members.4 This conclusion isundergirded, it ssemsto me, by
two claims Coffey makes in his 1997 essay. These amount to the
following: (1) Vatican Il wrongly assumed the ordained priest-
hood could be understood directly in Christological terms and
thus gave the mistaken impression that the common priesthood
was understandable first in ecclesiological terms,5 and (2) if the
ordained priesthood is understood immediately in terms of the
Headship of Christ, then the priest appears as above the Church
or apart from the Church.¢ In other words, if the ordained
priesthood isunderstood first in terms of a new configuration to
Christ, then the priest is elevated to some position outside of the
rest of the Church. As a consequence, the rest of the baptized,
though called priestly and regarded as "members' of Christ, are
effectively envisioned as"other" than Christ, that is, "simply" the
Church.

I will limit my criticism to these two central claims and the
conclusions that Coffey deduces from them. | maintain that these
claims cannot be reconciled with the council documents and the
intentions of the council fathers asevidenced in the official Acta.
Furthermore they are not congruent with how recent Church
teaching has interpreted Vatican Il. Sara Butler” and Samuel
Aquila8 have shown how crucial it isto consult the Acta in order
to interpret Vatican |1's teaching on the ordained priesthood and
priestly representation. The Acta of a council isof prime impor-
tance in determining what a council intended to teach and why it

4|bid. He also comes to this conclusion in hisearlier essay "Priestly Representation and
Women's Ordination,” 88.

5 Coffey, "The Common and the Ordained Priesthood," 211.

6 |bid., 235.

7 SaraButler, "Priestly Identity: 'Sacrament' of Christthe Head," Worship 70Uuly1996):
290-306.

8 Samuel Aquila, The Teaching of Vatican Il on "In Persona Christi" and "In Nomine
&clesiae” inRelation to theMinisterial Priesthood in the Light ofthe Historical Devel opment
of the Formulae (Licentiate tessina, Pontificium Athenaeum Anselmianum, Rome, 1990).
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intended to teach what it did.© A careful reading shows that
Vatican | affirmed aChristological priority for both the common
and the ordained priesthoods while strongly asserting the
ecclesiological dimensions of both priesthoods. Far from separ-
ating the ordained priesthood from the Church, the council
envisioned it as something for the Church but within the
Church-a visiblesign of Christ the Head who fillsup hisChurch
with life.

Lay persons are presented in the documents of Vatican Il not
as passiverecipients of Christ's activity but as active participants
in his threefold office. It is through this participation that the
baptized mediate Christ's gift in their own way. The baptized,
united with Christ and made sharers in his priesthood in their
own condition, must carry out histhreefold office in the Church
and in the world. The priesthood of the baptized isnot a matter
of simple union with Christ or simple belonging to Christ because
the common priesthood is ordered to mission.

This essay will unfold in five parts. First, | will compare the
idea that the priest actsin personaChristicapitisbecause he first
actsin the name of the Church with recent Church teaching after
Vatican |1, especially Pastoresdabo vobis, Pope John Paul Il's
1992 postsynodal apostolic exhortation. 10 Second, | will give a
brief description of Coffey's position. Third, in the longest part,
I will show how Coffey's interpretation of Vatican Il's teaching
on the ordained priesthood and the common priesthood cannot
be sustained. Fourth, | will show that what Vatican Il teaches
concerning the priest representing the Headship of Christ does
not somehow place the priest apart from or above the Church.

9 Francis A. Sullivan, S.J., Creative Fidelity: Weighing and Interpreting Documents ofthe
Magisterium (New Y ork and Mahwah, N.J.: Paulist Press, 1996), 170. Sullivanobserves"One
of 'the norms of theological interpretation’ isthat very often considerable light can be shed
on the intentions of a Council from the study of its acta. In the case of Vatican Il, the
interpreter has available the thirty volumes of the Acta Synodalia Sacrosancti Conciliii
Oecumenici  Vaticani Secundi, in which to follow the progress of any text through the
Council."

10This exhortation wasissued after the Eighth Ordinary General Assembly of the Synod
of Bishops (1990), which treated the topic of the formation of priests.
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Last, | will conclude with a summary of my argument and a
suggestion for the direction of further research.

|. PRIESTLY REPRESENTATION AND RECENT CHURCH TEACHING

A number of theologians hold that there is a priority of the
ecclesia over the Christological in priestly representation. 1t These
theologians contend that a priest can act in persona Christi
because he first acts in personaecclesiae.

It should be pointed out that recent magisteria teachings-by
both the ordinary universal magisteriumi2 and the papal
magisterium1s-have taught the opposite. The Catechismof the
Catholic Church teaches that "It is because the ministerial
priesthood represents Christ that it can represent the Church. "4
While strongly affirming that reference to the Church isnecessary
in defining priestly identity, Pastoresdabo vobisteachesthat there
isaChristological priority inthe ordained priesthood. It explains,
in its second chapter, that

The priest's relation to the Church isinscribed in the very relation which the
priest hasto Christ, such that the "sacramental representation” to Christ serves
asthe basisand inspiration for the relation of the priest to the Church.... And
so the priest, on account of hisvery nature and sacramental mission, appears
in the structure of the Church asasign of the absolute priority and gratuity of
that grace which is conferred by the risen Christ on the Church. 15

At the sametime, one of the strengths of Pastoresdabovobisisits
statement that the nature and the mission of the ministerial

11 For example, SusanWood, "Priestly Identity: Sacrament of tlte Ecclesial Community,”
Worship69 (March 1995): 109-27; Rausch "Priestly Identity”; Paul Philibert, "Issues for a
Theology of Priesthood"; David Power, "Representing Christ in Community and Sacrament,”
in Beinga Priest Today (Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 1992), 97-123.

12 For example, Catechismofthe CatholicChurch, 1553.

13 Most recently, Pastoresdabo vobis; Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith,
"Declaration on the Question of the Admission of Women to the Ministerial Priesthood"
(Interinsignores)(1976) promulgated during the pontificate of Paul VI; and Pope PiusXIl's
encyclica Mediator Dei (1947).

14 Catechismof the Catholic Church, 1553.

15 Pastoreglabo vobis16 (translation mine). For the Latin text see ActaApostolicaeSedis
84 (1992): 682.
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priesthood must be defined in light of the "multiple and rich
interconnection of relationships which arise from the Blessed
Trinity and are prolonged in the communion of the Church, a
sign and instrument of Christ, of communion with God and of
the unity of all humanity."16 In the light of this, it must be
admitted that those theologians who are not convinced by the
Church's teaching on the priority of the Christological dimension
for priestly representation nevertheless share an important
concern with recent magisterial teaching: that the ordained priest
isnot be understood or seen asexisting apart from the Church. 17

Pastoresdabo vobisal so states that the synod's summary of the
nature and mission of the ordained priesthood-which the second
chapter of Pastoresdabo vobisitself claimsto summarize-is a
faithful presentation of the council's teaching.8 If this istrue, it
is hard to see how the idea that the priest can act in persona
Christi because he can first act in persona ecclesiae can be
reconciled with the teaching of Vatican II.

Il. COFFEY ON THE PRIORIilY OF PRIESTLY REPRESENTATION

Coffey is of the opinion that Vatican Il left us with the
mistaken impression that the ordained priesthood is
Christological, while the common priesthood, rooted in baptism
and communicating an orientation to worship, isecclesiological .19
He makes this claim on the basis of what he thinks are the
pneumatological and ecclesiological dimensions of the common
and ordained priesthood. He arguesthat Presbyterorunordinis2,
which speaks of the priest as acting in the person of Christ the
Head, "assumes' that the ordained priesthood should be

16 Pastoresdabo vobis 12 (Eng. trans. from Origins21 (16 April 1992]).

17 Pastor esdabovobisl6al sostatesthattheordained priesthood "ariseswith the Church”
and that "Consequently, the ordained priesthood ought not to bethought of asexisting prior
to the Church, becauseit istotally at the serviceof the Church. Nor should it be considered
as posterior to the ecclesia community, as if the Church could be imagined as already
established without this priesthood” (Eng. trans. from Origins).

18 The Pope refers here to the summary of the work of the synod collected in the
"propositions" that were forwarded to him at the conclusion of the synod.

19 Coffey, "The Common and the Ordained Priesthood," 211-12 and 235.
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understood immediately in Christologica terms. Subsequent
magisterial documents, he says, make the same assumption. 20
However, according to Coffey deeper reflection shows that this.
assumption is mistaken. The Headship of Christ is an ecclesial
function and can only be exercised in the Church. In Coffey's
words: "therefore statements about it, even one invoking Christ
the priest, whether they be magisteria or ssimply theological are
directly ecclesiologica and only indirectly Christological." 2
Similarly, Coffey says that the common priesthood is directly
ecclesiological and indirectly Christological becausethe common
priesthood "isthat of the members of the Mystical Body" and the
Mystical Body is the Church.22 Each priesthood "possesses

2 |bid., 211.

21 |bid.

22| bid. Coffey triesto correct Vatican I with Mediator Dei. He citesthe following English
trandation by the Catholic Truth Society of Mediator Dei, no. 88: "'by reason of their baptism
Christians are in the Mystical Body and become by a common title members of Christ the
Priest; by the character that isgraven upon their soulsthey are appointed to the worship of
God, and therefore, according to their condition, share inthe priesthood of Christ himself."
Coffey interprets this to mean that the encyclical makes an ecclesiological statement about
the faithful-by baptism they are members of the Body of Christ-and infers from it the
Christological statement that the faithful are members of Christ the Priest. This passage of
the encyclical, in the eyesof Coffey, givesan unambiguous ecclesiological reference for the
common priesthood--one that Vatican Il did not embrace as a conclusion. The serious
problem with thisclaim isthat Coffey relieson afaulty Englishtrandation. It only partially
translates the phrase "generali titulo christiani in Mystico Corpore mernbraeffi.ciuntur Christi
sacerdotis." The original Latin text does not allow adisjunction between the Mystical Body
and Christ the Priest. Rather according to Mediator Dei baptism makes the faithful members
of the Mystical Body of Christthe Priest. The American English translation in the Vatican
Library trandation seriesreleased by the National Catholic Welfare Office (Washington D.C.,
1947) is more faithful to the Latin: "By the waters of Baptism, as by common right,
Christians are mademembersof the Mystical Body of Christ the Priest, and by the ‘character’
which isimprinted on their souls, they are appointed to give worship to God. Thus they
participate, according to their condition, in the priesthood of Christ." For a similar
translation see Gerald Ellard, Encyclical Letter Mediator Dei of PiusXIl (New Y ork: America
Press, 1948), 44. See also, Gerald Treacy, Mediator Dei on the SacredLiturgy (New York:
Paulist Press, 1948), 41. There isnothing in the encyclical that somehow placesthe Mystical
Body in an antecedent position to Christ the Priest. Furthermore, Coffey's interpretation
seemsto require ustD thinkthatthe encyclical supposesthe sacramental character of baptism
to be ecclesial rather than Christological. On the contrary, there isno reason to believethat
Mediator Dei conceived of the character as having an ecclesia priority over the
Christological.
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properly an ecclesiological nature” 23 because "they exist and
operate as God's gifts to the Church, "2+ albeit as different and
distinct gifts. Both forms of priesthood, however, do have
"Christ's priesthood astheir ontological ground."25

Coffey urges us to understand the common priesthood as "a
dynamism of faith, of divine sonship or daughterhood,” and the
ordained priesthood as"a charism, of official witness, which the
common priesthood isnot."26 Vatican Il wasnot ableto reconcile
the two priesthoods in the person of Christ owing to what Coffey
believeswas an incompl ete pneumatol ogical understanding of the
priesthood of Christ. The upshot isthat the council clung to the
understanding that the ordained priesthood refersimmediately to
the Headship of Christ and this did "nothing to correct the
popular perception of the priest as above the Church rather than
as part of it."2? For Coffey, only on the foundation of a sound
pneumatology isit possible to reconcile the common priesthood
and ordained priesthood and describe their intrinsic relation.
Thus, on the basisof the anointing of the Spirit of Sonship, the
common priesthood is said to be a "dynamism of incorporation
into the Church" and the ordained priesthood is a particular
charism.28 Coffey describes the intrinsic relation between the
ordained priesthood and common priesthood as "the relation of
sharing in Christ's Headship over against simple union with him
through faith, or the relation of official withess (apostolic
leadership) in the Church over against smple belonging to it
through faith and baptism."2® The Headship of Christ isagift for
the Church. It is not exercised above the Church, and must be
seen as directly ecclesiological.

2 Coffey, "The Common and the Ordained Priesthood," 225.
24 |hid, 212.

2 | bid.

16 |bid, 235.

27 | bid.

2 | bid.

2 | hid.
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[1l. PRIORIilY OF PRIESTLYREPRESENTATION:THE DOCUMENTS
OF VATICANII

Having described Coffey's interpretation of Vatican I, | will
now examine two of his primary clams. (1) that Vatican Il
assumed that the ordained priesthood should be understood dir-
ectly in Christological terms, and (2) that it thus gave the im-
pression that the common priesthood wasdirectly ecclesiological.

A) The Common Priesthood

The conciliar texts and the Acta show that the fathers regarded
the common priesthood and the ordained priesthood both as
directly Christological. Both priesthoods participate in Christ's
priesthood, mission, and triple office. The problem that faced the
fathers at Vatican Il was how to specify and identify the differ-
ence between the priesthoods, given the fact that both were
presented asdirectly Christological. They did so by specifyingthe
differentiation of roles and functions between the two priest-
hoods. The diverse roles and functions are rooted in a particular
sharing in Chrigt's life, or, to put it differently, in a particular
ontological participation in Christ's life. The distinction that is
made between the two priesthoods in Lumen gentium 10-that
they differ essentialy and not only in degree-should not be iso-
lated from the explanation of it that isgivenin chapters 3 and 4.

Careful observation of chapter 4 of Lumen gentium will show
that the council fathers clearly taught that the common
priesthood wasdirectly Christological. Lumen gentium 34 teaches
that "since the supreme and eternal Priest, Christ Jesus, willsto
continue hiswitness and service through the laity too, He vivifies
them in His Spirit and unceasingly urges them on to every good
and perfect work."30 Thanks to the outpouring of the Spirit, in
baptism, the laity share in the mission of Christ aspriest, prophet,
and king. The lay faithful's activity in this threefold office is
possible because of their profound union with Christ. Itistelling

30 All quotations from Lumen gentium and Presb-yterorumordinis are taken from The
Documents of Vatican I, ed. Walter M. Abbott (New York: America Press, 1966).
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that paragraphs 34, 35, 36 affirm that Christ continues his
priestly, prophetic, and royal witness and service through the
laity. Thus Christ himself continues his priesthood through the
spiritual sacrifices of the laity who consecrate the world to God.
Christ issaid to "fulfill" (adimplet) his prophetic office not only
through the hierarchy who teach in hisname but aso through the
laity who witness and proclaim the Gospel in word and action
(LG 36). The Lord desires to spread his kingdom through the
laity who must "learn the deepest meaning and the value of all
creation and how to relate it to the praise of God" (ibid.). The
laity are said to be charged with the responsibility to permeate the
world with the Spirit of Christ and to conform the conditions and
institutions of the world to the norms of justice. There can be no
doubt here that Vatican Il understood that the laity, anocinted by
the power of the Spirit, act because of their union with Christ, the
priest. He alone isthe origin of the lay faithful's priestly activity.3!

Coffey objectsthat even if we can conclude that through their
common priesthood the lay faithful act because of their union
with Christ, "this would still not be readily recognized as a
Christological reference, since in the body-metaphor that it
implies only the Head wasidentified as Christ, and therefore the
members almost by definition would be other than him."32 He
also contends that even if Lumen gentium did teach that the
common priesthood isaparticipation inthe priesthood of Christ,
this is not sufficient to place the common priesthood into a
Christological framework. According to Coffey thiswasdue to a
failure to put forth a model for the common priesthood
comparableto that of the ordained priest who actsin the person
of Christ the Head.

In reply, it should be pointed out that the head-body symbol
must read in its context and should not be abstracted from the

31 The apostolic exhortation Christifideleslaici calls attention to this very point.
Commenting on Lumen gentium's affirmation of the laity's participation inthe triple office
of Christ, Christifideledaici 14 states: "Clearly we are the Body of Christ becausewe are all
‘anointed' and in him are 'christs,’ that is, 'anointed ones,' as well as Christ himself, 'the
anointed one.' In acertain way, then, it happens that with the head and body the whole
Christ isformed" (emphasis added; Eng. trans. in Origins18 [9 Feb. 1989]: 562-95).

32 Coffey, "The Common and the Ordained Priesthood," 225.
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careful presentation in chapters 3 and 4 about the differentiation
of the two forms of priesthood. It does not do justiceto the text
of Lumen gentium simply to assert that it taught that the common
priesthood is a participation in the priesthood of Christ. The
council clearly spellsout in chapter 4 that Christ actsthrough the
lay members of hisBody because he continues hislife, hismission,
and histhreefold office through them. It istrue that the laity do
not share in the Headship of Christ, but this does not mean that
they are amost by definition other than Christ. It isbecause the
lay members, by the power of the Spirit, are conformed and
likened to Christ in baptism that they can be the mystical and
historical extension of hisBody. The conception of the Church as
the Body of Christ, Head and members must be understood in
light of Lumen gentium's repeated affirmation that there is a
differentiation of roles in the building up of Christ's body and in
the continuation of his mission.

A careful reading of the texts of Lumen gentium cannot sustain
the interpretation that Vatican Il presented the common
priesthood asdirectly ecclesiological and only indirectly Christo-
logical. The council fathers taught that the common priesthood
is directly Christological, having its origin in Christ, in its own
distinct way. The baptized are active participants in Christ's
threefold office. United with Christ and made partakers of his
priesthood, the baptized actively carry out histhreefold officein
the Church and especialy in the world where they mediate
Christ's gifts. It is not sufficient to describe the common priest-
hood asamatter of smple union with Christ or simple belonging
to him because the priesthood of the baptized is ordered to
Christ's mission.

B) The Ordained Priesthood

Coffey's claim that Vatican Il "assumed" that the ordained
priesthood should be understood directly in Christological terms
is focused especially on the texts that deal with Christ's Head-
ship.331 contend that these texts should not be read in isolation

3 |bid., 211.
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from what is said about the ordained priesthood being rooted in
Christ. It isnot the casethat the texts on Headship "assume" that
the ordained priesthood is directly Christological because these
texts, such asLG 28 and PO 2, are grounded upon what istaught
inthe entire third chapter of Lumengentium (esp. 18-21). In this
chapter, the ordained priesthood is presented, step by step, as
rooted in aunique participation inthe priesthood of Christ or, in
other words, as "directly Christological.”

According to LG 18, "Jesus Christ, the eternal Shepherd,
established His holy Church by sending forth the apostles as He
Himself had been sent by the Father (cf. John 20:21). He willed
that their successors, namely the bishops, should be shepherds in
His Church." LG 20 asserts that whoever listensto them listens
to Christ. LG 21 explains that the bishops possessthe fullness of
the ordained priesthood and that "In the bishops, therefore, for
whom priests are assistants, the Lord Jesus Christ, the supreme
High Priest, ispresent in the midst of those who believe. " Thanks
to their ordination, bishops exercise the triple office of Christ in
eius persona. Morever, LG 21 states it is clear that, by means of
the impositions of hands and the words of consecration, the grace
of the Holy Spirit isso impressed, that the bishops in an eminent
and visibleway undertake Christ's role asTeacher, Shepherd, and
High Priest, and that they act in His person.” LG 25 explains that
bishops are "authentic teachers, that is, teachers endowed with
the authority of Christ."

In these ways, the bishop, and thus the ordained priesthood,
has the unique capacity of representing Christ to the Church. It
is Christ who continues his work and service of teaching,
sanctifying and shepherding through the ordained priesthood. It
istrue, of course, that this activity of the ordained priest is agift
of service for the Church, and in the Church, but the council
understands that the origin of this activity and serviceis Christ.

Butler's research is helpful here. She callsattention to the fact
that Vatican H's strong statements about the participation of the
laity in Christ's priesthood necessitated a further specification of
the distinctiveness of the ordained priesthood. This further
specification of the ordained priesthood in terms of the formulas
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in personaChristiand in personaChristicapitis, served not only
to clarify itsdistinctiveness but alsoto illuminate "the sacramental
ordering of the Church asabody in which diverse functions bring
about avital unity."34

The text of LG 28 presents the ordained priesthood's
participation in the priestly office of Christ as encompassing the
three muneraof teaching, leading, and sanctifying. Furthermore,
the relatioclarifying the final text explains something of how the
council fathers understood the relation between the Head and
Body of the Church. The passagefrom LG 28 reads:

Although priests do not possess the highest degree of the priesthood, and
athough they are dependent on the bishopsin the exercise of their power, they
are nevertheless united with the bishops in sacerdotal dignity. By the power of
the sacrament of orders, and in the image of Christ the eternal High Priest (Heb
5:1-10; 7:24; 9:11-28), they are consecrated to preach the gospel, shepherd the
faithful, and celebrate the divine worship astrue priests of the New Testament.
Partakers of the function of Christ the sole Mediator (1Tim2:5) on their level
of ministry, they announce the divine word to all. They exercise this sacred
function of Christ most of all in the Eucharistic liturgy or synaxis. There, acting
in the person of Christ, and proclaiming His mystery, they join the offering of
the faithful to the sacrifice of their Head. Until the coming of the Lord (cf. 1
Cor 11:26), they re-present and apply in the Sacrifice of the Mass the one
sacrifice of the New Testament, namely the sacrifice of Christ offering Himself
to His Father as a spotlessvictim (cf. Heb 9:11-12).

Butler points out that this text is particularly important because,
according to the Acta, the editing of it forced aclarification of the
phrase in persona Christiss The first draft of the text did not
present priest-presbyters as participating in the muner aof teaching
and leading when they acted in personaChristi. The use of the
term inpersonaChristiin regard to priest-presbyters wasrestricted
to the munus of sanctifying, that is, offering the Eucharistic
Sacrifice of the Massand administering the sacraments. Asfor the
other munera, priest-presbyters were said to be under the
authority of the bishop and are to cooperate with the bishop in his
shepherding of the people.

3 Butler, "Priestly Identity," 305.
% |bid., 298.
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The second draft, on the other hand, related the munera of
teaching and guiding the faithful with acting in the person of
Christ. This connection was solidified and expanded in the fina
draft, quoted above, which became the approved text. Actingin
persona Christi isnot restricted to the celebration of the Eucharist.
Priest-presbyters are said to be consecrated "to preach the Gospel,
to shepherd the faithful and celebrate the divine worship." The
sacrament of Orders which givesthe priest-presbyter a share in
the priestly office of Christ includes the three munera of teaching,
leading, and sanctifying. Butler writes: "The Council connects
Eucharistic presidency and pastoral leadership on the grounds
that in both the priest actsin the person of Christ."36 Still, having
made this strong connection, the council fathers teach that it isin
the Eucharigtic liturgy that priest-presbyters exercise their sacred
functions in a preeminent way. The text of Lumen gentium, at
this point, footnotes the twenty-second session of the Council of
Trent (Denzinger 1743) and the encyclical Mediator Dei, no.84
(Denzinger 3850).37 After warning against certain errors3 the text
from Mediator Dei states: "But we deem it necessary to recall that
the priest acts for the people only because he represents Jesus
Christ, Who is Head of al His members and offers Himself in
their stead.”

The citation of this passage from Mediator Dei aso discloses
something about how the fathers at Vatican Il understood the
relationship between the ordained priesthood and the common
priesthood, as well as the relationship between the Head and
body of the Church in the Eucharist. The priest can act for the
people, for the common priesthood, only because he represents

36 |bid., 298, citing also Acta Synodalia, v. 2, pars 2, 213; see Aquila, The Teaching of
Vatican Il on "In Persona Christi" and "In Nomine Ecclesiae," 91.

37 The relatio on LG 28 and 29 explains "the office by which the priest acts'in persona
Christi' especially in Eucharistic worship isshown by the words of Trent and confirmed by
the words of the encyclical ‘Mediator Dei.™ The Council of Trent taught in itstwenty-second
session that it isChrist who offers the Eucharistic sacrifice for us. For the text of the relatio
seeActa Synodalia, v. 2, pars 2, 213. | givethe translation in Aquila, The Teaching of Vatican
I1 on "In Persona Christi" and "In Nomine Ecclesiae," 91.

38 Mediator Dei 83 warns against the error of thinking that a"priest only actsin virtue of
an office committed to him by the community."
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Jesus Christ, who is Head of all the members. It is Christ who
speaks for us to the Father and draws us by the power of the
Spirit into hisworship of the Father. The ordained priest in the
Eucharist sacramentally represents Christ presenting hisBody, the
Church, to the Father. He represents Christ doing for uswhat we
cannot do by ourselves alone. Thus, it isbecause the priest actsin
the person of Christ as Head that he can speak in nomine
ecclesiae.

Aquilanotices that there was another addition to the final text
of LG 28 that contributed to the clarification of the term in
personaChristi: "Exercising within the limits of their authority
the function of Christ as Shepherd and Head, they gather
together God's family asa brotherhood all of one mind and lead
them in them Spirit, through Christ, to God the Father." Aquila
notices, rightly, that thisaddition isimportant becauseit connects
the munus of the priest to Christ's function asshepherd and Head
of the Church.3® This emphasis is further developed in
Presbyter orunordinis

Summing up thus far: Careful study guided by the Acta shows
that LG 28 clarified the phrase in personaChristiby teaching that
the priest-presbyter acts in the person of Christ not only in
Eucharistic presidency but in pastoral leadership aswell. In both
instances, the priest-presbyter shares in the function of Christ the
sole Mediator. Itisin the Eucharist that the priest-presbyter acts
in the person of Christ par excellence.There, he re-presents the
sacrifice of Christ and acts for the faithful joining their sacrifices
to the sacrifice of Christ the Head. Priest-presbyters participate in
the function of Christ as Head and shepherd, gathering together
the faithful into God's family and leading them in the Spirit
through Christ to the Father.

In LG 28 the essentiad difference between the ordained
priesthood and the priesthood of the baptized cannot simply be

39 Aquila, The TeachingofVaticanll on"In PersonaChristi" and "In Nomine Ecclesiae,"
93.

40 Understood in this context, the reference to Headship in LG 28 isfar more important
than Coffey thinks. He dismisses it as "theologicaly insignificant" (Coffey, "The Common
and the Ordained Priesthood,” 211).
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distinguished by its "public" character. The ordained priest hasa
different relationship to Christ. He shares i.nthe mediatorship of
Christ in a special way because he represents Christ facing the
Church announcing the word of the gospel and joinsthe sacrifice
of the faith to Christ's sacrifice. In thisway, LG 28 understands
the ordained priesthood asdirectly Christological and asagift for
the Church.

Presbyterorumordinisbuilds upon what is taught about the
ordained priesthood inLG 28. The first paragraphs of PO 2 state
that all the baptized share in the consecration and mission of
Christ and that in Christ all the baptized are made into a holy
nation and a royal priesthood. It is recaled that the Lord, in
order that the baptized might be joined together into one body,
set up certain ministers and gavethem the power to offer sacrifice
and forgive sins. This priestly officeiscarried out for the faithful
in the name of Christ.

Butler points out that the Actashow that the fathers of Vatican
Il were concerned to clarify further still the theological nature of
the distinctiveness of the ordained priesthood. PO 2 setsout to do
precisely this. It declares that priests share in the authority of
Christ to build up his Body, the Church, and act in persona
Christi capitis:

Inasmuch asit is connected with the episcopal order, the priestly office shares
in the authority by which Christ Himself builds up, sanctifies, and rules His
Body. Therefore, while it indeed presupposes the sacraments of Christian
initiation, the sacerdotal office of priests is conferred by that sacrament
through which priests, by the anointing of the Holy Spirit, are marked with a
special character and are so configured to Christ the Priest that they act in the
person of Christ as Head. . . . Through the ministry of priests, the spiritua
sacrificeof the faithful is made in perfect in union with the sacrifice of Christ,
the sole Mediator. Through the hands of priests and in the name of the whole
Church, [nominetotius ecclesia€]the Lord's sacrificeis offered in the Eucharist
in an unbloody manner until he Himself returns.

The council fathers were not satisfied with simply saying that
the priest represents Christ; they wanted to specify how the priest
represents Christ differently from the rest of the baptized. The
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specific difference between priesthood of the baptized and the
ordained priesthood isthat the priest actsin the person of Christ
the Head. But the fathers went even further, clearly affirming that
the participation in Christ's Headship isgiven for the purpose of
building up the Church and directing its growth.

By the time this text reached its final form, it had undergone
severa revisions. Butler calls attention to the official relatio,
which explains that the presbyter "is configured in a special way
to Christ the priest, so that, having become a sharer in the
episcopal mission, he is able to act in the person of Christ the
Head, Teacher, Priest, and Ruler ... in the building up of his
Body, which isthe Church. "4t The connection between Headship
and mission here is clear.

The next revision of the text and the accompanying relatio
supply further insight into how the council fathers understood in
persona Christi capitis. The revision-pertinent  to the second
sentence of the text quoted above-relates and differentiates the
sacraments of initiation and the sacrament of Orders. The
ordained priesthood isgrounded in the sacraments of initiation,
but it is bestowed by the distinct sacrament of Orders. Thanks to
the anointing of the Holy Spirit, the priest-presbyter is given a
unique character which configures him to Christ. It isthis specia
sacramental character, which is Christological, that enables the
ordained man to accomplish hismission in personaChristicapitis.
In other words, if priests are marked with a special configuration
to Christ, then this is basis of their action for the Church.
Understood inthisway the ordained priesthood cannot be spoken
of asfirst ecclesial, because the source of priestly action comes not
from the Church but from Christ.

The relatio notes the addition of the phrase nomine totius
ecclesiae.The final text assertsthat the faithful participate in the
Eucharistic sacrifice through the ministry of the ordained priest.
Thisis, of course, affirmed elsewhere in the documents of Vatican

41 Acta Synodalia, v. 4, pars 6, 390. | give Aquila's trandation (The Teaching of Vatican
11 on "In Persona Christi" and "In Nomine Ecclesiae," 106).
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[1,42 but here the spiritual sacrifices of the faithful are said to be
consummated in union with Christ's sacrifice which is offered
through the hands of priest-presbyters in the name of the whole
Church (nominetotiusecclesiae).The priest can pray in the name
of the Church because he represents Christ, the Head of the Body,
who gathers together the prayers and sacrifices of the members,
joinsit to his prayer and sacrifice, and presents it to the Father.
It is this relationship of Christ to the Church that is sacra-
mentalized in the ordained priesthood in which the priest stands
in personaChristicapitis. Thus, when the priest praysin nomine
eccleisae, he does so not only in the name of the local church
community, but also in the name of the whole Church because he
represents Christ, the Head who presents his Body, the Church,
to the Father. The relatio sheds additional light on how in
personaChristicapitisvasunderstood becauseit explainsthat the
mission of the priest-presbyter is distinct from the one given to
the laity: the former hasits source in the mission Christ gaveto
the apostles and through the apostles to the bishops.43

The understanding of Headship, in personaChristicapitis,in
the documents of Vatican Il isdifferent from the conception that
Coffey proposes. He understands Headship to be directly eccle-
siological and indirectly Christological because it is an ecclesia
function and can only be exercised in the Church. The difference
between the ordained and common priesthood for Coffey
ultimately rests upon an ecclesiological difference. He thinks of
Headship asthe ability to represent the members of the Church.

In the documents of Vatican I, on the other hand, the
essential difference between the ordained priesthood and the
common priesthood isnot simply ecclesial but Christological. The

42 Seefor instance LG 10; Sacrosanctunrconcilium48. Here we can appreciate the logic
of the latter document which teaches that sincethe faithful offer “the immaculate victim, not
only through the hands of the priest, but alsowith him, they should learn to offer themselves
too. Through Christ the Mediator, they should bedrawn day by day into an ever closer union
with God and with each other, so that finally God may be al in al." The point of the text is
not to assert some narrow approach to the liturgy that would monopolize it in favor of the
priest but rather to affirm the priority and gratuity of Christ who wants to unite the Church
to hisworship.

4 Acta Synodalia,v. 4, pars 6, 342.
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ordained priesthood and the common priesthood each involve a
different participation in the priesthood of Christ and a different
participation in Christ's mission. The council fathers could affirm,
deliberately, this Christological difference while at the sametime
asserting that both the common priesthood and the ordained
priesthood, each in its own way, are given for the service of the
Kingdom of God and the Church. But again, this service issues
from a certain participation in Christ's priesthood-something
that not even the Church can give by her own power or ability
alone. 4

N. THE MEANING OF HEADSHIP

We turn now to Coffey's other claim, that if the ordained
priesthood is understood immediately in terms of the Headship
of Christ, then the priest appears as above the Church or apart
from the Church.

It is certainly true, as we have seen above, that Vatican Il
understands the source of the ordained priest's action for the
Church as a participation in Christ's Headship. However, this
does not isolate the priest from the Church or put him in a
position above the Church. The share of the ordained priest in
the Headship of Christ isgiven for the Church and is ultimately
intelligible only in reference to the Church. In the documents of
Vatican Il Headship is an inherently relational concept. Recall
how Lumen gentium and Presbyterorum ordinis describe and
explain the munera of the ordained priesthood in terms of

44 |t isinteresting to note that Vatican H'sunderstanding of the common priesthood and
the ordained priesthood bearsacertain correspondence with what St. Thomas teaches about
the sacramental character being the character of Christ in SummaTheologiadll, g. 63, a.3.
After stating that acharacter marks something asbeing ordained to aspecificend, St. Thomas
says. "Secondly, each of the faithful isdeputed to receive, or to bestow on others, things
pertaining to the worship of God. And this, properly speaking, is the purpose of the
sacramental character. Now the whole rite of Christian religion is derived from Christ's
priesthood. Consequently, itisclear that the sacramental character isspecially the character
of Christ, to Whose character the faithful are likened by reason of the sacramental characters,
whicharenothing elsethan certain participations of Christ's Priesthood, flowing from Christ
himself" (translation taken from the English Dominicans [Chicago: Benziger Bros., 1947]).
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sanctifying, shepherding, leading, preaching, and teaching. These
things only makesensein relation to the Church-not apart from
or outside of it. In other words, the priest understood asin per-
sona Christicapitisrepresents Christ the Head in hisrelationship
to the Church. This relationship-thanks to the indissoluble
union between the Head and members of the Body-is not
outside of the Church but within the Church. The Church livesin
her Head and from her Head who isthe source of her life. Christ
the Head liveswith her and in her.4 Headship is constitutive of
the Church and therefore cannot be other than within it.

It is because Vatican Il affirmsthe Christological priority of
Orders-in termsof in personaChristicapitis-that it understands
the ordained priesthood as"for others." The ordained priesthood
Is "for others' because it is a special participation in Christ's
priesthood which, by itsvery nature, is ordered to the common
good of the Body, the Church.4 Thus, Vatican Il understands
that when aman is ordained a priest-presbyter he is given a new
relationship to the Church within the one Body because he
participates in a new way in the priesthood of Christ. The new
relationship, which occurs within the Church, makesvisibleand
effectivesacramentally the reality of Christ's priestly officefor the
baptized.

This presentation of Headship in the documents of Vatican Il
IS consistent with the council's profound sacramental
understanding of the Church and Orders. Christ's ongoing love
for the Church in which he calls, gathers, sanctifies, builds up,
and unifies his Body, the Church-that is, his activity as Head
and Shepherd-should be recognizable in a visible sign. This
Headship, whereby Christ faces the Church, is visible and
identifiablein the ministry of the ordained priesthood. Itisasign

4 Cf. Catechism of the Catholic Church, 708.

46 Although he did not use the later terminology of in persona Christi capitis, Augustine
saw something of thisrelationship of the priesthood to the baptized asone of "with and for"
in asermon marking one of hisanniversaries asabishop: "Where I'm terrified by what | am
for you, | am given comfort by what | am with you; For you | am abishop, with you after all,
| am a Christian" ("Sermon 340," in The Works of Saint Augustine: Sermons, tr. Edmund

Hill, ed. John E. Rostelle, v. 3/9 [Hyde Park, N.Y.: New City Press, 1990] 292; emphases
added).
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of the sheer gratuity and priority of the grace of Christ. It is
Christ with the power of the Holy Spirit who unites and fillsup
the Church with the divine life4

In the concern to present the ordained priesthood as existing
within the Church, it is easy to confuse the question of context
with that of representation. To be sure, both the common and the
ordained priesthoods exist within the Church, not outside of it.
To that extent, they are both ecclesial. It isalso true, aswe have
seen, that both priesthoods have Christ the Priest astheir origin.
To that extent they are both Christological. But only the ordained
priesthood, not the common priesthood, requires the sacramental
representation of Christ.

A further difficulty is that Coffey fails to apply to his
understanding of the ordained ministry the truth that Christ isthe
source of life in the Church. This falure leads to a faulty
understanding of Headship that equates Headship with leadership
or "officia witness."4# A fully sacramental understanding of

47|t isalsoworth noting that Vatican H'sunderstanding of the Headship of Christ-as the
source of growth, order, and life--reflects something of what the Letter to the Ephesiansand
the Letter to the Colossians proclaim about the Headship of Christ. Heinrich Schlier
commenting on the term kephale in Eph 1:22f; 4:14; 5:23; Col 1:18; 2:10; 2:19, observes
that Christ ispresented asHead of the Church "in the sensethat from thisHead the body
grows up to thisHead." In thisschema, Schlier states, "the Head isnot present without or
apart from the body, nor the body without or apart from the Head. The Church isthe earthly
body of the heavenly Head." Moreover: "In thisunity of Christ and the Church the Headship
of Christ is manifested in the fact that He directs the growth of the body to Himself. The
kephale determines not merely the being of the body but alsothe fulfilment of itslife.=.. He
isthe effective"whence" of the activity of the body whereby it edifiesitself though giftsgiven
to itsmembers. As the kephale He isthus the concrete principle of the bodily growth of the
Church. He is the arche, Col 1:18." See Heinrich Schlier, s.v. "kephale," Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament, v. 3., ed. Gerhard Kittle, trans. Geoffrey W Bromiley
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1964-76): 680. Schlieralsocommentsthat "kephale implies
one who stands over another in the sense of being the ground of hisbeing. Paul could have
used arche if there had not been acloser personal relationship in kephale" (ibid., 679). The
exegete Markus Barth observes that Paul preferred to employ the verb "to fill" to describe
how Christthe Head governed the body. "If Christ isthe head then heisthe 'greatest power,'
the 'source, the 'beginning' or the 'rule' (arche), the ‘acropolis' of all members. Thus it is
impossible to assume that they 'fill' him. He aone fills them" (Markus Barth, Ephesians:
Introduction, Translation andCommentary [Garden City,N.Y.: Doubleday, 1974], 190-91).

48 For example, recall Coffey's description of the relationship between the ordained
priesthood and the common priesthood. "Depending on whether christological or
ecclesiological terms of reference are chosen, it can be called the relation of sharing in
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Headship is of a different kind. It is exercised only by the
authority of Christ and in his person. It involves a specia
participation in the mission and mediatorship of Christ whereby
Christ, the source of life, nourishes and builds up the Church.
The ordained priesthood is a gift to the Church, instituted by
Christ, neither prior or posterior to the Church but within it. The
rest of the baptized may designate the oneto occupy this office,
but they do not confer on him the authority to act in persona
Christi capitis.

Coffey does, at one point, appear to come close to a
sacramental understanding of Headship that represents Christ as
the source of the Church's life. After quoting some comments

Christ's Headship over simpleunion with him through faith, or the relation of officia witness
(apostolic leadership) in the Church over against simple belonging to it though faith and
baptism. While both possibilities are correct, the second isthe more appropriate, asit is
expressive of the actual context in which the priesthood existsand operates’ (Coffey, "The
Common and the Ordained Priesthood," 235). David Power runs into asimilar difficulty
when hewrites: "Hence his[the priest's] action in personaF.cclesiaesacultic action wherein
the Church's devotion and spiritual sacrificeisexpressed. Thisdistinguishesthe action of the
Church in giving homage from its action, through a minister, as instrument of Christ's
sanctifying power, though the latter properly occurs in the context of the former
("Representing Christ in Community and Sacrament,” 101). Here are contrasted two
situations. In the first, the Church through the priest giveshomage to the Father, and the
priest actsinpersonaFcclesiaelnthe second, Christ actsthrough the Church and the Church
acts through the priest to sanctify. The difficulty with this is that it camouflages an
equivocation with respect to "Church." In the first situation, the assembly expresses its
devotion through the prayers said by the priest. In the second situation does the assembly
moved by Christ express its sanctifying action through the priest? On the contrary, Christ
actsfor the people through the priest. It istrue that the action of the priest isan action of the
Church but in adifferent sensethan in the first situation. Sanctifyingthe elements isnot an
action of the congregation. To besure, the Church regulates the exercise of the priest acting
as Christ's instrument. Still, the sanctifying action of Christ does not passasit were from
Christ to the assembly and then to the priest. Nor does the liturgy signify anything likethis.
It isrelevant to note that during the discussion of the drafting of PO 2 the relatioexplains
that the addition of the words nomine totiusecclesiae,in reference to the priest, was made
to show forth the nature of the sacrificeof the Mass. A council.father proposed that the text
should be emended so asto describe presbyters as"ministers of the Church." The theological
commission responsible for overseeing revisionsto the text rejected the request explaining
that the text already spoke of the priest-presbyter speaking "nomine totius ecclesiae."
Furthermore, the relatio replied, "Presbyters act not as ministers of the Church but as
ministers of Christ." The relatiocited LG 10 and 28: in personaChristi agentes. See Acta
Synodalia, v. 4, pars 7, 123-24. Here again we see the council's intention to affirm the
Christological priority of the priest representing Christ as Head.
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from an essay by Georg Hintze4® about priestly representation,
Coffey argues that the ordained priest sacramentally represents
Christ's Headship and that this Headship is drawn not from the
members of the Church but from Christ.

It is necessary to add only that the priest does not represent Christ and the
Church in exactly the same way. He represents Christ in that he sacramentally
makes visible and active in the Church an invisible reality, Christ in his
headship. This is not the case with his representation of the Church, for in a
real sense the Church is visible aready. But in this case he adds headship,
apostleship, or leadership to the action of this group of believers, in order to
constitute them as Church in the full sense. Apart from his presence and
ministry they are only agroup of believers, unable of themselves to represent
the Church. But at the sametime, the fact that he represents them by no means
renders their presence and action superfluous, for just as their faith is positive
and active, so too istheir priesthood. Thus it can be seen that, even though the
priest represents areality that is already at least partidly visible, hisistruly a
sacramental, and not merely juridical, representation. (If, per impossibile, it
were only of the latter kind, his priesthood would differ only in degree, not in
kind, from theirs.) But what he adds isdrawn not from them, but from Christ.
And itisprecisely this contribution that, along with theirs, truly constitutes the
Church, and therefore the Church at prayer, i.e. the priesthood of the
Church. %

This affirmation that the ordained priest's sacramental
representation of Headship is derived directly from Christ does
not seem to be integrated into Coffey's wider analysis of the
nature of the ordained priesthood. Throughout his article,s:
except for the passage quoted above, he claims,

For the headship of Christ as exercised in the only place where it can be
exercised, namely the Church, is clearly an ecclesial function, and therefore
statements about it, even ones invoking Christ the priest, whether they be

4 Georg Hintze, "Das gemeinsame Priestertum aller Glaubigen und das besondere
Priestertum des Dienstes in der okumenischen Diskussion,” Catholica 45 (1991): 44-77.

5°Coffey, "The Common and the Ordained Priesthood," 233-34.

51 He comes to the same conclusion in his earlier essay "Priestly Representation and
Women's Ordination,” 96. Here Coffey states: "However, the priest's primary and direct
representation isof the earthly church, and itisonly insofar ashe represents it that heisable
to represent Christ and the whole Church.”
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magisterial or smply theological, are directly ecclesiological and only indirectly
Christological. 52

But how can this Headship, which the ordained priesthood sacra-
mentally represents, beonly indirectly Christological and directly
ecclesiological if, as Coffey says, Headship isdrawn from Christ
and if it is precisely this contribution that, together with the
common priesthood, congtitutes the Church, particularly the
Church at prayer? There seemsto beafailure, asdescribed above,
to grasp Vatican |l's point that the sacramental representation of
the Headship of Christ has to do with representing Christ as
source of the life of the Church evident in the actions of sancti-
fying, teaching, and shepherding the Church.53 Or in the words
of Pastoresdabo vobis, "And so the priest, on account of hisvery
nature and sacramental mission appears in the structure of the
Church asasign of the absolute priority and gratuity of that grace
which isconferred by the risen Christ on the Church. "54 A closer
reading of the documents of Vatican Il together with the Acta
would have assuaged Coffey's entirely legitimate fear that the
sacramental representation of Christ's Headship might be seen as
isolating the ordained priest from the Church and placing him in
aposition apart from the Church or above it. Lumen gentiumand
Presbyterorunordinispresent the ordained priesthood (and the
common priesthood) in a strong relational and Christological
framework, understanding the ordained priest as sacramentally
representing Headship within the Church and for the Church.

V. CONCLUSION

Vatican 1l successfully avoided a juridical interpretation of
priestly identity aswell asajuridical understanding of the term in

52 Coffey, "The Common and the Ordained Priesthood," 211.

53 Here again, Vatican I1's view of Christ's Headship seemsto be well-informed by the
Pauline understanding. Markus Barth argues that "Paul could ascribeto the head more than
arepresentative and dominating function. He coulq attribute to it the power to perceive, to
interpret, to coordinate, and to unify all that went on in the body and its several members.
Because the head is the 'greatest power' of the body, causation and coordination can be
ascribed to nothing else" (Barth, Ephesians, 190).

5 Pastoresdabo vobis 16 (translation mine).
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persona Christi that would isolate the priest from the Church. It
affirmed a strong Christological priority of priestly identity in
terms of a sacramental representation in persona Christi capitis.
This inherently relational sacramental imaging of Christ in terms
of Headship firmly placed the ordained priest within the one
body, the Church, and thus made reference to the Church
absolutely necessary for defining priestly identity. The ordained
priesthood is a gift to the Church, instituted by Christ, neither
prior nor posterior to the Church. The concern that scholars such
as Coffey have for the ecclesia dimension of a contemporary
theology of priestly identity is well-placed. While not denying
these concerns, this article has called attention to the priority of
the gratuity of the grace of Christ and the gift of communion that
Christ givesto the Church.

In persona Christi capitis is understood in the documents of
Vatican 1l as a sacramental representation of the priority of
Christ's activity whereby he gathers and builds up his Body, the
Church, and draws the Church into hisworship and hissacrifice.
The ordained priest's ability to represent the Church and to pray
in the name of the whole Church isbased on his participation in
this function of Christ as sole mediator. The priest's represen-
tation of the Church and speaking in nomine ecclesiaeis situated
within in persona Christi capitis. The former has its foundation
and its reason in the latter. It is Christ who first offers himself;
the Church is only able to offer herself because of his offering.
The Church gives homage and offers its sacrifice of praise
through Christ. In thisway, Christ, the Head of the Body, actsin
the name of the whole Church and represents the whole Church
to the Father. It is on this basis that we can distinguish two
distinct forms of representation-distinct  but alwaysunited. On
the one hand, the priest represents Christ the Head who sanctifies
his body the Church and directs its growth. On the other hand,
the priest represents the whole Church by speaking in nomine
ecclesiae, just as Christ does, representing her faithful response to
the Father through the sacrifice of Christ.

The Christological priority of priestly representation is well
established in Church teaching. |1 would suggest that the direction
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of further research might be well served if it moved beyond the
issue of the priority of priestly representation. In Pastores dabo
vobis 12 we read that priestly identity, "like every Christian
identity, has its source in the Blessed Trinity, which is revealed
and iscommunicated to people in Christ, establishing, in him and
through the Spirit, the Church." The exhortation goes on to
observe that both

the nature and the mission of the ordained priesthood cannot be defined except
through this multiple and rich interconnection of relationships which arise
from the BlessedTrinity and are prolonged in the communion of the Church,
as asign and instrument of Christ, of communion with God and of the unity
of al humanity.

| believe scholars might find it fruitful to take up the task of
probing the interconnection of these relationships that constitute
the identity of the ordained priest.
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