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at the very moment of creation, they have perfect intuition of their own nature, and
in that nature as mirror they know God as author of that nature, on which their own
natural law is inscribed. Simultaneously also in that same moment they know all
other angels, and have instantaneous use of their own infused ideas.

Here Scotus and Suarez do not follow St. Thomas. They deny, first, that angels had
natural beatitude from the moment of creation. They hold, secondly, that the angels
could, from that first moment, sin against the natural law directly and immediately.
In reply, Thomists simply insist that pure spirits must from their first moment of
creation, know their own selves perfectly as pure spirits, and hence know their own
nature as mirror of the Author of that nature, and consequently must love that
Author as the source of their own natural life, which they necessarily desire to
preserve.

2. Instantaneous Choice

At the very moment of creation, so St. Thomas, the angels could not sin, but neither
could they fully merit, because their very first act must be specially inspired by God,
without their own self-initiated interior deliberation. But at the second instant came
either full merit or full demerit. The good angel after the first act of charity, by
which he merited supernatural beatitude, was at once among the blessed. [613] Just
as immediately the demons were repudiated.

Hence, with St. Thomas, we must distinguish three instants in the life of the angel:
first, that of creation; second, that of merit or demerit; third, that of supernatural
beatitude [614] or of reprobation. We must note, however, that an angelic instant,
which is the measure of one angelic thought, may correspond to a more or less long
period of our time, according to the more or less deep absorption of the angel in one
thought. An analogy, in illustration, is that of the contemplative who may rest for
hours in one and the same truth.

The reason for the instantaneousness of the divine sanction after the first angelic act,
fully meritorious or fully demeritorious, has been given above. Angelic knowledge
is not abstract and discursive like ours, but purely intuitive and simultaneous. The
angel does not pass successively, as we do, from one angle of thought to another. He
sees at once, simultaneously, all the advantages and disadvantages. Hence his
judgment once made is irrevocable. There is nothing he has not already considered.

What kind of sin was that of the demons? Pride, says St. Thomas. [615] They chose
as supreme purpose that which they could obtain by their natural powers, and hence
turned away from supernatural beatitude, which can be reached only by the grace of
God. Thus, instead of humility and obedience, they chose pride and disobedience,
the sin of naturalism.

Scotus and Suarez, as we have seen, since they hold that the angelic knowledge is
discursive and successive, maintain likewise that the angel's practical judgment and
act of choice are revocable, but that after many mortal sins, God no longer gives
them the grace of conversion.

3. Source Of Angelic Merit
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St. Thomas holds that the essential grace and glory of the angels does not depend on
the merits of Christ, because "the Word was made flesh for men and for our
salvation." Christ merited as Redeemer. Now the essential grace of the angels was
not a redemptive grace. [616] And their essential glory, he says elsewhere, [617]
was given them by Christ, not as Redeemer, but as the Word of God. Yet the Word
incarnate did merit graces for the angels, graces not essential but accidental, to
enable them to cooperate in the salvation of men.

Scotus again differs. Since the Word, he says, also in the actual plan of Providence,
would have become man even if man had not sinned, we should hold that Christ
merited for the angels also their essential grace and glory. And Suarez holds that
Adam's sin was the occasion and condition, not of the Incarnation, but of the
Redemption. Even if man had not sinned, he says, the Word would still perhaps
have become incarnate, but would not have suffered. Hence, he concludes, Christ
merited for the good angels their essential grace and glory, and is therefore their
Savior.

Thomists reply that Christ is the Savior only as Redeemer. But for the angels He is
not Redeemer. Further, they reflect, if the angels owed to Christ their essential glory,
the beatific vision, they would, like the just of the Old Testament, have had to wait
for that vision until Christ rose from the dead.

Let us summarize this Thomistic treatise on the angels. The main point of difference
from Scotus and Suarez lies in the specific difference between angelic intelligence
and human intelligence, a difference that depends on their respective formal object,
his own essence for the angel, for the man the essence of the sense world known by
abstraction. Hence angelic knowledge is completely intuitive. From this position
derive all further conclusions of St. Thomas, on angelic knowledge, will, merit, and
demerit. This Thomistic [618] conception of pure spirit is much higher than that of
Scotus and Suarez. This treatise also throws much light on the following treatise
where St. Thomas, in studying the nature of man, dwells on the quasi-angelic state
of the separated soul.

A last remark. St. Thomas, as he proceeds, corrects the grave errors of the Latin
Averroists, who looked upon all immaterial substances as eternal and immutable, as
having a knowledge eternally complete, as depending on God, not for creation, but
only for preservation. [619].

Chapter 26: The Treatise On Man

In his commentary on Aristotle's work, De anima, the method of St. Thomas had
been philosophical, ascending progressively from vegetative life to sense life, from
sense life to intellectual life, and finally to the principle of intellective acts, the
spiritual and immortal soul. In the Summa, on the contrary, he follows the
theological order, which first studies God, then creatures in their relation to God.
Hence, after treating of God, then creation in general, then of angels, he now treats
of man, under five headings:
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1. The nature of the human soul.

2. The union of soul with body.

3. The faculties of the soul.

4. The acts of intelligence.

5. The production and state of the first man.

Before we follow him, let us recall that St. Thomas pursues a golden middle way,
between the Averroists and the Augustinians.

Averroes [620] maintained that human intelligence, the lowest of all intelligences, is
an immaterial form, eternal, separated from individual man, and endowed with
numeric unity. This intelligence is both agent intellect and possible intellect. Thus
human reason is impersonal, it is the light which illumines individual souls and
assures to humanity participation in eternal truths. Hence Averroes denies individual
souls, and also personal liberty. Such was the doctrine taught in the thirteenth
century by the Latin Averroists, Siger of Brabant and Boethius of Dacia. Against
these St. Thomas wrote a special treatise. [621].

Siger [622] maintained that, beside the vegetativo-sense soul, there exists indeed an
intellective soul, but that this soul is by its nature separated from the body, and
comes temporarily to the body to accomplish there its act of thought, as, so he
illustrates, the sun illuminates the waters of a lake. Thus the intellectual soul cannot
be the form of the body, for then, being the form of a material organ, it would itself
be material and therefore be intrinsically dependent on matter. This intellectual soul
is unique, for it excludes from itself even the very principle of individuation, which
is matter. Still it is always united to human bodies, because, although human
individuals die, humanity itself is immortal, since the series of human generations is
without beginning and will never end. [623].

On the other hand, some pre-Thomistic theologians, notably Alexander of Hales and
St. Bonaventure, admitted a plurality of substantial forms in man and also a spiritual
matter in the human soul. These theologians were seeking, unsuccessfully, to
harmonize the doctrine of St. Augustine with that of Aristotle. The multiplicity of
substantial forms did indeed emphasize St. Augustine's view about the soul's
independence of the body, but at the same time compromised the natural unity of the
human composite.

Steering between these two currents, St. Thomas maintains that the rational soul is
indeed purely spiritual, entirely without matter and hence incorruptible, but that it is
nevertheless the form of the body, rather, the one and only form of the body,
although in its intellectual and voluntary acts it is intrinsically independent of
matter. And if in these acts it is independent, then it is independent of the body also
in its being, and, once separated from the body which gave it individuation, it still
remains individualized, by its inseparable relation to this body rather than to any
other.

Turning now to special questions, we shall continue to underline the principles to
which St. Thomas continually appeals, and which Thomists have never ceased to
defend, particularly against Scotus and Suarez, who still preserve something of the
theories held by the older Scholasticism. Thus Scotus admits, first a materia primo
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prima in every contingent substance, even in spiritual substances, and holds,
secondly, that there is in man a form of corporeity distinct from the soul, and that,
thirdly, there are in the soul three formally distinct principles, that of the vegetative
life, that of the sense life, and that of the intellective life.

He likewise holds, against St. Thomas, that prime matter, speaking absolutely, can
exist without any form. This last thesis reappears in Suarez who, since he rejects the
real distinction between essence and existence, goes on to admit that prime matter
has its own existence. We shall see that the principles of St. Thomas cannot be
harmonized with these positions.

Chapter 27: The Nature Of The Soul
Its Spirituality And Immortality [624]

The soul of man is not only simple or unextended, as is the soul of plant and animal,
but it is also spiritual, that is, intrinsically independent of matter, and therefore
subsistent, so that is continues to exist after its separation from the body. These
statements are proved by the soul's intellective activity, because activity follows
being, and the mode of activity reveals the mode of being. How do we show that
intellective activity is independent of matter? By the universality of the object,
which the intellect abstracts from the particular and limited sense world. Among the
truths thus discovered are universal and necessary principles, independent of all
particular facts, independent of all space and time. [625].

This necessity and universality, we now note, is manifest on three levels of
abstraction. [626] On the first level, that of the natural sciences, the intellect,
abstracting from individual matter, studies, not this mineral, plant, or animal
perceived by the senses, but the inner universal nature of mineral, plant, or animal.
[627] On the second level, that of the mathematical sciences, the intellect,
abstracting from all sense matter, from all sense qualities, considers the nature of
triangle, circle, sphere, or number, in order to deduce their necessary and universal
characteristics. Here it appears clearly that man's idea of the circle, for example, is
not a mere image, a sort of medium between great and small circles, but a grasp of
some nature intrinsic in each and every circle, great or small.

Again, though the imagination cannot represent clearly to itself a polygon with a
thousand sides, the intellect grasps the idea with ease. Thus the idea differs
absolutely from the image, because it expresses, not the sense qualities of the thing
known, but its inner nature or essence, the source of all its characteristics, not as
imagined, but as conceived.

Lastly, on the third level of abstraction, the intellect, abstracting entirely from
matter, considers the intelligible being inaccessible to the senses. This being, this
inner reality, is not a special sense quality, like sound, nor a common sensory quality
like extension, but something grasped by the intellect alone, as the raison d'etre of
reality and all its characteristics. Intellect alone grasps the meaning of the little word
"is," which is the soul of every judgment made by the mind, which is presupposed
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by every other idea, and which is the goal of all legitimate reasoning. Being then,
that which is, since it does not involve any sense element, can exist beyond all
matter, in spirits, and in the first cause of spirits and bodies.

On this third level of abstraction, then, the intellect recognizes the characteristics of
being as such: unity and truth and goodness. From the very nature of being, of inner
reality, derive the principles, absolutely necessary and universal, of contradiction,
causality, and finality, principles which reach out immeasurably beyond the
particular and contingent images pictured by the imagination, reach even to the
existence of a first cause of all finite things, of a supreme intelligence, regulating the
universe. By its own act, lastly, the intellect recognizes its own kinship with the
immaterial world.

To summarize. Our mode of intelligent activity proves the immateriality of our soul,
and immateriality founds incorruptibility, [628] since a form which is immaterial is
uncomposed and subsistent, hence incorruptible.

Here lies the meaning of man's desire for immortality. Since the intellect, says the
saint, [629] grasps a reality beyond time, every intellectual being desires to live
forever. Now a natural desire cannot be void and empty. Hence every intellectual
being is incorruptible.

How does the human soul come into existence? Since it is immaterial, it cannot
come from the potency of matter, i. e.: it cannot arise by generation, hence it must
arise by God's creative power. That which acts independently of matter, says the
saint, [630] must have this same independence, not only in its existence, but also in
its manner of receiving existence.

Is our universal and necessary knowledge a proof that we can be elevated to an
immediate knowledge of Him who is subsistent being itself? Not a proof, says the
saint, [631] but at least a sign. [632].

We may insert here two of the twenty-four Thomistic theses.

The fifteenth: The human soul is of itself subsistent. Hence at the moment when its
subject is sufficiently disposed to receive it, it is created by God. By its own nature it
is incorruptible and immortal. [633].

The eighteenth: Intellectuality is a necessary consequence of immateriality, and in
such wise that levels of intellectuality are proportioned to their elevation above
matter. [634].

Here Suarez [635] differs notably from St. Thomas.

Chapter 28: The Union Of Soul With Body [636]

The rational soul is the substantial form of the human body, gives that body its own
nature, for it is the radical principle by which man lives, vegetatively, sensitively,
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and intellectively. These various vital acts, since they are not accidental to man, but

natural, must come from his nature, from the specific principle which animates his
body.

What makes man to be man? Is it his soul alone? No, because each man is aware
that he uses not only his mind but also his sense powers. But without body there can
be no sense activity. Hence the body too belongs to man's constitution.

But can we not say, with Averroes, that the soul is an impersonal intelligence, united
with the body, say, of Socrates, in order to accomplish there that act which we call
thinking? No, again, because such a union, being accidental, not essential, would
prevent the act of thinking from being in truth the action of Socrates. Socrates would
have to say, not: "I think," but instead: "It thinks," somewhat as we say, "It rains."
Nor can we say, further, that intelligence is united to the body as motor, to move and
guide the body, since thus it would follow that Socrates would not be a natural unity,
would not have one nature only. [637].

But can then the rational soul be a spiritual thing, if it is the principle of vegetative
and sense life? It can, because, to quote the saint, [638] "the higher a form is, the
less it is immersed in matter, the more likewise does it dominate matter, and the
higher does its operation rise above materiality." Even the animal soul is endowed
with sense activity. Much more then can the rational soul, even as form of the body,
dominate that body, and still be endowed with intellectual knowledge. [639] The
spiritual soul communicates its own substantial existence to corporeal matter, and
this existence is the one and only existence of the human composite. Hence, also, the
human soul, in contrast to the soul of beasts, preserves its own existence after the
destruction of the body which it vivified. [640] It follows, further, that the spiritual
soul, when separated from its body, preserves its natural inclination to union with
that body, just as naturally as, to illustrate, a stone thrown into the air still preserves
its inclination to the center of the earth. [641].

Is there possibly only one soul for all human bodies? No, because it would follow
that Socrates and Plato would be simply one thinking subject, and the one's act of
thinking could not be distinguished from that of the other. [642].

Since each individual human soul has an essential relation to its own individual
body, it follows that, by this essential relation, the separated soul remains
individualized, and hence has a natural desire for reunion with that body, a reunion
which, so revelation tells us, will become fact by the resurrection of the body. [643].

Is the rational soul the one and only form of the human body? Yes, because from
this one form come both sense life and vegetative life, and even corporeity itself. If
there were more than one substantial form in man, man would be, not simply one,
but accidentally one. [644] Supposing many substantial forms, the lowest of these
forms, by giving corporeity, already constitutes a substance, and all subsequent
forms would be merely accidental forms, as is, to illustrate, the form we call
quantity when added to corporeal substance. A form is not substantial unless it gives
substantial being. [645].

Notice how, throughout these articles too, the saint insistently recurs to the principle
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of potency and act. "Act united with act cannot make a thing one in nature." [646]
On the contrary, "only from act and from potency essentially proportioned to that act
can arise a thing of itself one, as is the case with matter and form." [647] This
principle of potency and act is the source of the wonderful unity in the Thomistic
synthesis.

Is there not contradiction in saying that a form essentially spiritual can, nevertheless,
be the source of corporeity? No, because superior forms contain eminently the
perfection of inferior forms, as, to illustrate, the pentagon contains the quadrilateral.
[648] The rational soul contains, eminently and formally, [649] life sensitive and
vegetative, and these qualities are only virtually distinct from one another. There
would be contradiction if we said that the soul is the immediate principle of act,
intellective, sensitive, and nutritional. But the soul performs these acts by the
medium of specifically distinct faculties. [650].

If the rational soul has as object the lowest of intelligible realities, namely, the sense
world, what kind of body shall that soul have? Evidently a body capable of sense

- activity. [651] Thus the body is meant by nature to subserve the soul's intellective

- knowledge. Only accidentally, particularly as a consequence of sin, is the body a
burden to the soul.

A summary of the principles which dominate the question of the natural union of the
soul to body is found in the sixteenth of the twenty-four Thomistic theses. It runs
thus: [652] This same rational soul is united to the body in such wise that it is the
one and only substantial form of that body. To this one soul man owes his existence,
as man, as animal, as living thing, as body, as substance, as being. Thus the soul
gives to man all degrees of essential perfection. Further, the soul communicates to
the body its own act of existence, and by that existence the body, too, exists.

To Thomists this proposition seems demonstrated by the principle of real distinction
between potency and act, between essence and existence. Suarez, [653] who has a
different understanding of this principle, holds that the proposition, "the soul is the
one and only form of the body," is not a demonstrated proposition, but only a more
probable one. Here again we see his eclectic tendency.

What we have said of the soul's spirituality, its personal immortality, its union with
the body, shows clearly the degree of perfection given by St. Thomas to Aristotle's
doctrine, which had been misinterpreted by Averroes as pantheistic. The precision
Aquinas has given to Aristotle, particularly on the question of free and non-eternal
creation, and on the present question of the soul, justifies the statement that St.
Thomas baptized Aristotle. The principle of potency and act explains and defends
these important preambles of faith. [654].

Chapter 29: The Faculties Of The Soul [655]

The principle which dominates all questions on distinction and subordination of
faculties, and which, consequently, dominates all moral theology, is formulated as
follows: Faculties, habits, and acts are specifically distinguished by their formal
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object, or more precisely, by their formal object which (quod) they attain without
medium and their formal object by which (quo) the object is attained. This principle,
which clarifies all psychology, all ethics, all moral theology, is one of the three
fundamental truths of Thomism. As formulated, in the seventeenth century, by A.
Reginald, [656] it runs thus: [657] A relative thing becomes specifically distinct by
the absolute thing to which it is essentially proportioned. Thus sight is specifically
distinct from the other senses by its proportion to color, hearing by its proportion to
sound, intellect by proportion to intelligible reality, will by proportion to the good
which it loves and wills. [658].

From this principle it follows that the soul faculties are really distinct realities, not
identified with the soul itself. In other words, when the soul knows, it knows, not
immediately of itself, but by its accidental faculty of intellect, and wills by its
faculty of will, and so on. This truth is not a mere habit of daily speech. It lies in the
very nature of things. The essence of the soul is certainly a real capacity, a real
potency, but since it is not its own existence, it receives from God that substantial
existence to which it is proportioned. This existence is an act different from the act
of understanding or willing, because a thing must be before it can act. Therefore,
just as the soul's essence is a real capacity for existence, so must the soul have
potencies, faculties, real capacities for knowing the truth, for loving the good, for
imagining, for feeling emotion, for seeing, hearing, and so on.

In God alone are all these things identified: essence, existence, intelligence,
understanding, willing, loving. In the angel, as in man, essence is not existence,
essence is not faculty, intellect is not its successive acts, nor will its successive
volitions. [659].

In place of this real distinction Scotus demands a distinction formal-actual ex natura
rei. Here, too, Thomists answer, that a medium between real distinction and mental
distinction is impossible. If a distinction is anterior to our mental act, it is real,
otherwise it is merely mental.

Suarez, [660] here again, seeks a medium between Aquinas and Scotus. He thinks
the distinction between soul and soul faculties is not certain, only probable. This
position too derives from his departure from St. Thomas in the doctrine of potency
and act.

How do the soul faculties derive from the soul? As characteristics derive from
essence, so all soul faculties, intellective, sensitive, and vegetative, derive from the
one human soul. But the reason why the intellective faculties so immeasurably
transcend the sense faculties lies in their respective formal object. Sense faculties,
however perfect, since they are limited to here and now, can never reach the inward
raison d'etre of a thing, never grasp necessary and universal principles, speculative
or practical. In this transcendent power of the intellective faculty lies the proof for
the spirituality of the soul. [661].

Thus also the will, by its formal object, is distinguished from sense appetite,
concupiscible and irascible. [662] The will is a spiritual power, directed by the
intellect, and specifically distinguished by universal good, which cannot be known
by sense faculties, whereas sense appetite, illuminated only by these sense faculties,
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is specifically proportioned to sensible good, delectable or useful. Hence sense
appetite as such can never desire that rational good which is the object of virtue.

This profound distinction, this immeasurable distance, between will and sense
appetite goes unrecognized by many modern psychologists, who follow Jean
Jacques Rousseau.

Does each faculty have its own special and determinate corporeal organ? Each sense
faculty does, and hence the immediate subject of all sense faculties is, not the soul,
but the human composite, soul and body united. But intellect and will, being
independent of the organism, which is particular and limited, have as their subject,
not the human composite, but the soul alone. [663].

We cannot here dwell on the intellectual act. [664] Let us merely note that its

- adequate object is intelligible being in its fullest amplitude, by reason of which

- amplitude man can, in the natural order, know God, the first cause, and, in the
supernatural, can be elevated to the immediate vision of the divine essence. Since its

- proper object, however, is the essence of the sense world, our intellect can know
God and all spiritual beings only by analogy with the sense world, the lowest of
intelligible realities, to know which it needs the sense faculties as instruments. In
this state of union with body, its manner of knowing the spiritual world is not
immediate like that of the angel. So its very definition of the spiritual is negative.
Spiritual, it says, is what is immaterial, i. e.: non material. And this negative mode of
knowing the spiritual shows clearly that its proper sphere is in the world of sense.

This teaching on the nature of human intelligence leads us to the nature of human
freedom. [665] Of this freedom there are two opposed definitions, one Thomistic,
the other, Molinistic. Molina [666] gives this definition: That agent is free, who,
granting all prerequisites for acting, can either act or not act. Now this definition,
standard among Molinists, however simple and satisfactory it seems at first sight, is
in reality linked necessarily with Molina's theory of scientia media. [667].

What does Molina mean by the phrase "granting all prerequisites for acting"? His
explanations show that the phrase includes, not merely what is prerequired by
priority of time, but also what is prerequired by priority of nature and causality. It
includes therefore the actual grace received at the very moment of performing a
salutary act. Hence this definition, Molina explains, does not mean that the free will,
under efficacious grace, preserves the power of resisting even while, in fact, it never
does resist. What it does mean is this: Grace is not of itself efficacious, it is
efficacious only by our own consent, pre-known by God (pre-known by God's
scientia media of future conditional things).

Molina's definition, in the eyes of Thomists, is defective because it leaves out of
consideration the object which specifically distinguishes the free act. It neglects the
fundamental principle, that all faculties, habits, and acts are what they are by their
specific relation to their respective object.

Now if, on the contrary, we consider the specific object of free will, we will recall
the words of St. Thomas: "If we set before the will an object, which from any point
of view is not good, the will is not drawn to it by necessity." [668] These words
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contain, equivalently, the Thomistic definition of free will which runs thus: [669]
Freedom is the will's dominative indifference in relation to any object which reason
proposes as in any way lacking in good.

Let us dwell on this definition. Reason proposes an object which, here and now, is in
one way good but in some other way not good. Faced with such an object the will
can choose it or refuse it. The will, as faculty, has potential indifference; as act, it
has actual indifference. Even when the will actually chooses such an object, even
when it is already determined to will it, it still goes freely toward it, with its
dominating indifference no longer potential but actual. Indeed, in God, who is
supremely free, there is no potential indifference, but only an actual and active
indifference. Freedom arises from the disproportion which exists between the will,
specifically distinguished and necessitated by universal good, and this or that limited
and particular good, good in one way, not good in another way.

Against Suarez, Thomists pronounce thus: It is impossible that God, even by His
absolute power, could necessitate the will to choose an object which reason proposes
as indifferent. Why? Because it is self-contradictory, that the will should necessarily
will an object which reason says is in some way not good, and which therefore is
absolutely disproportioned to the only object which can necessitate the will. [670].

Here enters the twenty-first of the twenty-four theses. [671] "The will follows, it
does not precede the intellect. And the will necessarily wills only that object which
is presented to it as good from every angle, leaving nothing to be desired. But the
will chooses freely between good things presented by mutable judgment. Hence
choice follows indeed the last practical judgment, but it is the will which makes that
judgment to be the last."

How does the will make the last practical judgment to be the last? It does this by
accepting it as last, instead of turning to a new consideration which would result in
an opposed practical judgment. Intellect and will are thus reciprocally related, with a
kind of matrimonial relation, since voluntary consent, ending deliberation, accepts
the judgment here and now present as last. Intellectual direction is indispensable,
since the will is of itself blind: nothing can be willed unless foreknown as good.

Suarez, [672] on the contrary, following Scotus, maintains that voluntary choice is
not necessarily preceded by a practical judgment immediately directive. The will,
when faced with two good objects, equally or unequally good, can, he says, freely
choose either of them, even though the intellect does not propose that one as here
and now the better. Using their principle as measuring-stick, Thomists reply:
Nothing can be preferred here and now, unless foreknown as here and now better.
That something not really better can here and now be judged better depends, of
course, on the evil disposition of man's appetites, intellectual and sensitive. [673].

We have elsewhere examined at great length this problem: [674] the special
antinomies relative to freedom; the reciprocal influence of the last practical
judgment and free choice; comparison of Thomist doctrine with the psychological
determinism of Leibnitz, on the one hand, and on the other, with the voluntarism of
Scotus, followed partly by Suarez.
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In a brief word, the essential thing for St. Thomas is that the intellect and will are
not coordinated, but mutually subordinated. The last practical judgment is free when
| its object (good from one viewpoint, not good from another) does not necessitate it.
| Freedom of will, to speak properly, is to be found in the indifference of judgment.

Chapter 30: The Separated Soul [675]
We treat this subject briefly under three headings:

1. Subsistence of the separated soul.
2. Knowledge of the separated soul.
3. The will of the separated soul.

1. Subsistence

The continued subsistence of the separated soul may be thus demonstrated. Every
form which, in its being, in its specific activity, and in its production, is intrinsically
independent of matter, can subsist, and in fact, does subsist, independently of matter.
But the human soul is such a form, intrinsically independent of matter. Hence, after
the dissolution of the human body, the human soul continues to subsist.

The Averroistic question was this: How can the soul, separated from the matter
which gave it individuality, remain individualized, that is, remain as the soul of
Peter rather than the soul of Paul? It remains individualized, answers St. Thomas, by
its essential, transcendental relation to that human body which originally gave it
individuation, even though that body is now buried in the dust. Were this relation
merely accidental, then it would disappear with the disappearance of its terminus, as
does, e. g.: the relation of a father's paternity when his son dies. But the separated
soul is individualized by its relation to an individual body, a relation comparable to
that between the soul and the living body, and this relation remains in the separated
soul, which by that relation remains individualized. Thus St. Thomas against the
Averroists, who, holding that the soul is individualized only by actual union with
matter, went on to say pantheistically that all men together have but one immortal
and impersonal soul. [676].

We must note that soul and body form a natural composite, which is one, not per
accidens, but per se. Were the human soul united only accidentally to the body, then
it would have only an accidental relation to its body, which relation could not
remain after the dissolution of the body. Quite otherwise is the case if the human
soul is by nature the form of the body.

Here we may again see how faithful St. Thomas is to the principle of economy,
which he himself thus formulates: [677] When fewer principles suffice, search not
for more. In the present treatise too he draws all conclusions from principles, very
profound but very few. The saint is thus responsible for great progress in the
unification of theological knowledge.

Let us note briefly a few more of these consequences. First, it is more perfect for the
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human soul to be united to the body than to be separated, because its connatural
object lies in the sense objects to know which it needs the sense faculties. [678]
Second, the separated soul has a natural desire to be reunited to its body, a
conclusion in harmony with the dogma of universal corporeal resurrection. [679]
Third, the separated soul cannot by its will be reunited to its body, because it
informs the body, not by its voluntary operation, but by its very nature. [680].

2. Knowledge [681]

Sense operations and sense habits do not remain actually in the separated soul, but
only radically (i. e.: in their root and principle). What it does actually retain are, first,
its immaterial faculties (intellect and will): second, the habits it acquired on earth,
habits of knowledge, for example, and third, the actual exercise of these habits, that
of reason, for example. Yet the separated soul finds itself impeded in this exercise,
because it no longer has the actual cooperation of the imagination and the sense
memory. But it receives from God infused ideas comparable to those of the angels.
To illustrate, we may compare its state to that of a theologian who, unable to keep in
touch with new publications in his science, receives illuminations from on high.

Sometimes we find an emphasis on this last point, an emphasis which neglects
another truth, very certain and very important, namely, that the separated soul knows
itself directly, without medium. [682] This truth carries with it many other truths. By
this immediate self-knowledge, it sees with perfect evidence its own native
spirituality, its immortality, its freedom. It sees also that God is the author of its
nature. It thus knows God, no longer in the sense world as mirror, but as mirrored in
its own spiritual essence. Hence it sees with transcendent evidence the solution of
the great philosophic problems, and the absurdity of materialism, determinism, and
pantheism. Further, separated souls have knowledge of one another and also of the
angels, though their knowledge of the latter is less perfect, since the angels belong
by nature to a higher order of things.

Does the separated soul know what is happening on earth? Not in the natural order.
But in the supernatural order, God manifests to the blessed in heaven such events on
earth as have a special relation to their blessed state, as, for instance, the question of
sanctification of living persons for whom the blessed are praying. [683].

3. The Will

Every separated soul, so faith teaches us, has a will immutably fixed in relation to its
last end. For this truth St. Thomas gives a profound reason. The soul, in whatever
state, he says, thinks of its last end rightly or wrongly according to its interior
disposition. Now as long as the soul is united to the body, this disposition can
change. But when the soul is separated, since it is no longer tending to its last end, it
is no longer on the road (in via) to its good, but has obtained its goal, unless it has
missed it eternally. Hence its dispositions at the moment of separation remain
immovably fixed either in good or in evil. [684] Here again we see the harmony
between dogma and reason, between revelation on the immutability of the separated
soul and the doctrine that the soul is the form of the body.

Concluding, St. Thomas, [685] shows that man, first by his intellectual nature,



Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, O. P. Page 113 of 290

secondly by grace, thirdly by the light of glory, is made to the image of God. Is man
also an image of the Trinity? Yes, by his soul, which is the principle from which
proceed both thought and then love.
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Chapter 31: Original Sin

Was the first man created in the state of grace? Did that original justice include
sanctifying grace? Peter Lombard and Alexander of Hales, followed by St. Albert
the Great and St. Bonaventure, had answered as follows: Adam was not created in
the state of grace, but only with the full integrity of human nature. Thereupon, after
voluntarily disposing himself thereunto, he received sanctifying grace. From this
point of view grace seems to be a personal gift to Adam rather than a gift to be
transmitted to his descendants. Still, according to these four teachers, these
descendants too by the dispositions given them in their transmitted integrity of
nature would have received sanctifying grace.

What is the position of St. Thomas? We find a development in his thought. When he
wrote his commentary on the Sentences, [686] after expounding the foregoing view,
he goes on to speak as follows: "But others say that man was created in grace.
According to this view the gift of gratuitous justice would seem to be a gift to
human nature itself, and therefore grace would have been transmitted
simultaneously with nature."

At this time then, around 1254, he does not as yet give preference to either of these
views. But a little later, farther on in the same work, [687] he says that it is more
probable that Adam received grace at the moment of his creation.

In his subsequent works, he favors this view ever more strongly. In a work [688]
written between 1263 and 1268, he speaks thus: "Original justice includes
sanctifying grace. I do not accept the view that man was created in the simple state
of nature." Later on, in the same work, [689] he again says: "According to some
authors sanctifying grace is not included in the concept of original justice. This view
I hold to be false. My reason is this: Original justice consists primordially in the
subjection of the human mind to God, and such subjection cannot stand firm except
by grace. Hence original justice must include grace."

Finally, in the Summa, [690] he affirms without qualification, that the first man was
created in the state of grace, that grace guaranteed the supernatural submission of his
soul to God, and, further, that this primordial rectitude brought with it perfect
subordination of passion to reason and of the body to the soul, with the privileges of
impassibility and immortality.

Original justice, then, includes grace. This truth St. Thomas finds in a word of
Scripture: [691] God made man right. Thus this text was understood by tradition,
notably by St. Augustine, who often says that, as long as reason submitted to God,
the passions submitted to reason. Hence St. Thomas holds that the original justice
received by Adam for himself and for us, included, as intrinsic and primordial
element, sanctifying grace, and that this grace is the root and source of the other two
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subordinations, of passion to reason, of body to soul.

Let us hear the saint's own words: "Since the root of original justice, which made
man right, lies in the supernatural subjection of reason to God, which subjection, as
said above, comes with sanctifying grace, we must say that children born in original
justice would also have been born in grace. Would grace then be something natural?
No, because grace would not be given by seminal transfusion of nature, but by God,
at the moment when God infused the rational soul." [692].

And here is another text: [693] "Original justice belonged primordially to the
essence of the soul. For it was a gift divinely given to human nature, a gift which is
given to the essence of the soul, before being given to the faculties.”" [694].

Original justice, then, includes sanctifying grace, received by Adam for himself and
for us. That this is the position of St. Thomas is maintained by most of the
commentators. [695].

We may add here a word from the saint's teaching on baptism. [696] If original
justice meant merely full integrity of nature, then original sin would be merely the
privation of this integrity, and hence would not be remitted by baptism, since
baptism does not restore this integrity. But original sin, the death of the soul, [697]
is the privation of grace, and grace is what is restored by baptism.

This position of St. Thomas, compared to the other view, is much nearer to the
position later defined by the Council of Trent, [698] which condemned anyone who
would assert that Adam's fall harmed himself only and not his progeny, or that he
lost for himself but not for us that sanctity and justice he had received from God.
The word "sanctity" in that sentence was declared by many fathers of that Council to
mean "sanctifying grace." And while the sentence underwent many amendments, the
word "sanctity" was never expunged. [699].

Thus Adam is conceived as head of nature elevated, who, both for himself and for
us, first received and then lost, that original justice which included sanctifying grace.
This truth is thus expressed in the preparatory schema for the Council of the
Vatican: [700] God raised primordially the whole human race in its root and head to
the supernatural order of grace, but now Adam's descendants are deprived of that
grace.

Original sin, therefore, is a sin of nature, which is voluntary, not by our will, but
only by the will of Adam. Hence original sin consists formally in the privation of
original justice, of which the primordial element is grace, which is restored by
baptism. Listen to St. Thomas: "The disorder found in this or that man descended
from Adam is voluntary, not by his will, but by the will of our first parent." [701].

To say it in a word, the human nature transmitted to us is a nature deprived of those
gifts, supernatural and preternatural, which, without being gifts of nature, still
enriched our nature as if they were gifts of nature. [702].

Much light is thrown on the transmission of this sin of nature by the doctrine of the
soul as form of the body. The soul, being the substantial and specific form of the
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body, constitutes with the body one and only one natural unity; [703] hence
although the soul, being an immaterial thing, does not arise from matter but must be
created by God from nothing, still that soul enters into a natural union with a body
which is formed by generation. If human nature is thus transmitted, then, after
Adam's sin, it is transmitted as deprived of original justice. Were the soul, like a
motor, only accidentally united to the body, we would have no way of explaining the
transmission of original sin. Let St. Thomas speak: "Human nature is transmitted
from parent to child by transmission of a body into which then the soul is infused.
The soul of the child incurs the original stain, because that soul constitutes with the
transmitted body one nature. If the soul were not thus united to form one nature, but
were only united as an angel is united to an assumed body, then the soul would not
incur this original stain." [704].

This same doctrine, the soul as form of the body, explains also, as we saw above, the
immutability of the soul, immediately after death, in regard to its last end. The
purpose of the body is to aid the soul to reach that last end. Hence, when the soul is
no longer united to the body, it is no longer on the road to its last end, but is settled
in its relation to that end by the last act, meritorious or demeritorious, which it
placed during its state of union with the body. [705].

Thus all questions concerning man from beginning to end, from conception unto
death and thereafter, are explained by one and the same set of principles. This is a
great step in attaining unity of theological science.

We have now seen, from the viewpoint of principle, the most important questions
regarding God, and the angels, and man, before his fall and after. Let us summarize
and conclude. God alone is pure act, in whom alone is essence identified with
existence, who alone is not only His own existence, but also His own action. Every
creature is composed of essence and existence, it has its existence, but it is not its
existence. [706] Here appears the gulf between the verb "to be" and the verb "to
have." Since activity follows being, every creature is dependent on God for its
activity, just as it is dependent on Him even for its being.

Such is the word of wisdom, which decides all questions in the light of the supreme
cause, God, the source and goal of all creation.

Fifth Part: Redemptive Incarnation

Chapter 32: Introduction [707]

In order to show the appropriateness of the Incarnation, St. Thomas employs this
principle: good is self-diffusive, and the higher the order of good, the more
abundantly and intimately does it communicate itself. The truth of this principle is
seen on every level of being: in the light and heat of the sun, in the fruitfulness of
vegetative life, of sense life, of intellective knowledge and love. The higher a thing
stands in goodness the more creative it is, both as goal to attract and as agent to
effect.
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But does a thing that is good necessarily communicate itself? Yes, if it is an agent
limited to one kind of activity, as is the sun to radiation. But if the agent is free, then
its self-communication is also free. [708] By such free self-communication a perfect
agent gives perfection, but does not itself become thereby more perfect. Now God is
the supremely good thing, infinitely good. Hence it is appropriate that He
communicate Himself in person to a created nature, and this is what comes to pass in
the incarnation of the Word.

Does this reason prove the possibility of the Incarnation? No, because reason can
simply not prove apodictically even the possibility of a mystery essentially
supernatural. But, as profound reason of appropriateness, the argument just given is
inexhaustibly fruitful. And on this point we find among theologians no notable
controversy. Real controversy begins when we put the questions: Why did God
become incarnate?

The answer of St. Thomas [709] runs thus: In the actual plan of providence, [710] if
the first man had not sinned, the Word would not have be come incarnate. He
became incarnate to offer God adequate satisfaction for that first sin and all its
consequences. Let us listen to his argument.

A truth which absolutely surpasses all that is due to human nature, a truth which
depends solely on God's will, can be known by divine revelation only. But according
to revelation, contained in Scripture and tradition, the reason everywhere assigned
for the Incarnation is drawn from the sin of the first man. [711] Hence it is
reasonable to conclude that, if the first man had not sinned, the Word would not

have become incarnate, and that, after that sin, He became incarnate in order to offer
God adequate satisfaction, and thus to give us salvation.

This line of reasoning is in harmony with Scripture. [712] Among the many texts let
us quote one: The Son of man came to seek and to save that which was lost. [713] It
is also the voice of tradition, formulated thus by St. Augustine: [714] Had man not
sinned, the Son of man had not come.

Such is the answer of St. Thomas. Scotus, on the contrary, maintains that, even if
Adam had not sinned, the Word would still have become incarnate. But, since He
would not have come to atone for sin, He would not have a human nature subject to
pain and death. [715] Suarez, [716] seeking a middle ground, says that the Word
became incarnate equally for the redemption of man and for the manifestation of
God's goodness. By the adverb "equally" he understands that these two motives are
coordinated, as being two chief purposes, each equal to the other, whereas Thomists
hold that the ultimate purpose of the Incarnation was indeed to manifest God's
goodness, but that the proximate purpose was man's redemption.

Against the Scotist view Thomists use the following argument. Divine decrees are of
two kinds: one efficacious and absolute, the other inefficacious and conditional. The
latter is concerned with the thing to be realized taken in itself, abstracting from all
actual circumstance. Thus, for example, God wills the salvation of all men. But, in
fact, God permits final impenitence in a sinner (e. g.: Judas) as manifestation of
infinite justice. Efficacious decrees on the contrary are concerned with the thing to
be realized taken with all its concrete circumstances of place and time. Hence these
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decrees are immutable and infallible. [717] Now the present efficacious decree
extends to the concrete circumstance of the passibility of our Savior's humanity. And
Scotists themselves concede that the union between divine nature and human nature
subject to passibility presupposes Adam's sin.

This reasoning, which Thomists hold to be irrefutable, supposes that the last end of
the Incarnation is to manifest the divine goodness by way of redemption, redemption
being efficaciously decreed as subordinated to this manifestation. Thus proposed,
the argument concludes against both Suarez and Scotus. For us men and for our
salvation, says the Council of Nicaea, He came down from heaven. Had man not
sinned, the Son of man had not come, says tradition. [718] Scotus and Suarez would
reword this sentence. They say: Had man not sinned, the Son of man would still
have come, but not in a "passible" humanity. By such restatement the assertion of
the Fathers, taken simply as it stands, would be false. To illustrate, it would be false
to say that Christ is not really in heaven and in the Eucharist, though He is not in
either place in a passible humanity.

Scotus brings another difficulty. A wise man, he says, wills first the end, then the
means in proportion to their nearness to that end. [719] Thus he transfers the
subordination in question from the order of different acts of the divine will to the
order of different objects of those acts. Then he continues: Now Christ, being more
perfect, is nearer the last end of the universe than is Adam. Hence God, to reveal His
goodness, chose first the incarnation of the Word, before Adam was willed, and
hence before his sin had been committed.

In answer to this objection, many Thomists, [720] following Cajetan, [721]
distinguish the final cause [722] from the material cause. To illustrate. In the order
of final causality God wills, first the soul, secondly the body for the sake of the soul.
But in the order of material causality He wills first the body, as being the material
cause to be perfected by the soul, and the soul is created only when the embryo is
sufficiently disposed to receive the soul.

Applying this distinction to the Incarnation, God wills, under final causality, the
redemptive Incarnation before He wills to permit Adam's sin, conceived as possible.
But in the order of material causality, [723] He permits first the sin of Adam, as
something to be turned into a higher good. Similarly, in the order of beatitude,
beatitude itself is the final cause and man is the material cause, the subject, [724]
which receives beatitude.

This distinction is not idle, verbal, or fictitious. It is founded on the nature of things.
Causes have mutual priority, each in its own order: [725] form before matter, matter
before form. If Adam had not sinned, if the human race were not there to be
redeemed, the Word would not have become incarnate. That is the order of material
causality. But in the order of finality, God permitted original sin in view of some
higher good, which good we, after the Incarnation, know to be an incarnation
universally redemptive.

On this last point some Thomists hesitate. John of St. Thomas and Billuart say they
have no answer to the question: What higher good led God to permit original sin?
But others [726] give a satisfactory answer. Before the Annunciation, they say, the
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question could not be answered. But, after the Annunciation, we see that the higher
good in question is the universally redemptive Incarnation, subordinated of course to
the revelation of God's infinite goodness.

That this is the thought of St. Thomas himself appears in the following words:
"Nothing hinders human nature from being led after sin to a greater good than it had
before. God permits evils only to draw forth from them something better." [727]
Where sin abounded, says St. Paul, there grace super-abounded. And the deacon,
when he blesses the Easter candle, sings: Oh happy guilt, which merited so great and
so beautiful a Redeemer!

Thus God's mercy, goodness, and power find in the Incarnation their supreme
manifestation. How does God manifest His omnipotence? Chiefly, says the liturgy,
[728] by sparing and showing mercy. [729].

Hence, as the Carmelites of Salamanca so well say, we are not to multiply divine
decrees, and to suppose, as did John of St. Thomas and Billuart, a whole set of
conditional and inefficacious decrees. It suffices to say that among all possible
worlds known by what we call God's simple intelligence, there were included these
two possible worlds: first, a human race that remains in a state of innocence and is
crowned with a non-redemptive Incarnation; secondly, a fallen human race restored
by a redemptive Incarnation. Thus, while the fallen race is first [730] as material
subject of the Incarnation, the Incarnation itself is first in the order of finality. [731]
And thus, too, the ultimate purpose of the universe is the manifestation of God's
goodness.

How, then, are we to conceive the succession, not in divine acts of will, but in the
order of objects willed by God? Let us take an architect as illustration. What the
architect aims at first is not the summit nor the foundation but the building as a
whole with all its parts in mutual subordination. Thus God, as architect, wills the
whole universe as it now stands with its ascending orders, nature first, then grace
(with the permission of sin): then the hypostatic union as redemptive from sin. The
Incarnation, though it presupposes a sinful human race, is not "subordinated" to our
redemption. Redemptive by its material recipient, it remains in itself the
transcendent cause of redemption, and we, as recipients, as bodies are to souls,
remain ourselves subordinated to Christ, who is the author of salvation and the
exemplar of holiness. All things belong to you, says St. Paul, [732] but you belong
to Christ, and Christ belongs to God.

Let us conclude with a corollary, thus expressed by St. Thomas: [733]: "God's love
for Christ is greater than His love for all creatures combined. By this love He gave
Christ a name that is above every name, since Christ is truly God. Nor is Christ's
pre-eminent excellence in any way diminished by the death which God imposed on
Him as Savior of the human race. On the contrary, by this death Jesus gained the
most glorious of victories, a victory which made Him the Prince of peace, whose
shoulders bear the government of the world." [734] Having humbled Himself, says
St. Paul, [735] having become obedient unto death, even unto death on the cross, He
was exalted and given the name that is above every name.

This transcendent excellence of the Savior, thus delineated by St. Thomas, is in
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fullest accord with Scripture and tradition. The glory of God's Son was not
. diminished, was rather pre-eminently enhanced, when for our salvation He came
down from heaven and was made man.

Chapter 33: The Hypostatic Union

The hypostatic union is the union of two natures, one divine, one human, in the
person of the Word made flesh. What is meant by person, personality?

The classic definition is that of Boethius: [736] Person means an individual
substance having a rational nature. Of this definition St. Thomas [737] gives the
following explanation.

Person signifies an individual subject, which is first intellectual, secondly free, i. e.:
master of his own acts, [738] one whose acts are self-initiated. Person, he continues,
being the primary subject [739] which bears all predicates attributable in any way to
its being, is itself incommunicable to any other subject. To each human person, for
example, belong and are attributed, his soul, his body, his existence, his faculties, his
operations, the parts of his body. [740].

This explanation simply makes precise that notion of person already held by the
common sense of mankind. In everyday speech, when we speak of person, we mean
that deep inward self-ownership, that ontological personality, which is the root, first
of the self-conscious ego, and this we may call psychological personality, and
secondly of that self-controlled use of liberty, which we may call moral personality.

Person, personality, thus defined, is found in men, in angels, and, analogically, in
God. In God, moreover, according to revelation, there are three persons, three
subjects intellectual and free, which have each the same intellect and the same
liberty, the same act of understanding and the same free act, by which all three are
one principle of external operation. This same notion of personality allows us to say
that Jesus too is a person, one sole intellectual and free subject, one sole ego,
although he has two natures, one divine, one human, and hence first two intellects,
and secondly two liberties, His human liberty, however, completely conformed to
His divine liberty. When Jesus says [741] that He is the way, He is speaking
according to His human nature. But when, in the same text, He adds that He is the
truth and the life, He is speaking primarily according to His divine nature, which
makes Him truth itself and life itself. "All things whatsoever the Father hath are
Mine." [742].

What is the formal and radical element of ontological personality? Here the
Scholastics divide into opposed camps. Scotus, who denies real distinction of
essence and existence, who denies further real distinction between suppositum (quod
est) and existence (esse): answers thus: Personality is something negative. In any
particular individual humanity (in Peter or Paul) personality is the denial, the
absence in that person of hypostatic union with a divine person. [743] Suarez [744]
says that personality is a substantial mode which follows the existence of a
particular individual nature, and makes that nature incommunicable. He cannot
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admit, as Thomists do, that personality is presupposed to existence, since, like
Scotus, he denies real distinction of essence and existence.

But even those who admit this real distinction are not all of one mind in defining
personality. One view, that of Cajetan, [745] who is followed by most Dominican
and Carmelite Thomists, [746] defines personality as follows: [747] Personality is
that by which an individual nature becomes immediately capable of existence. A
second view, less explicit, but almost identical, is that of Capreolus, who says that
personality is the individual nature as that nature underlies its existence. [748] A
third view, that of Cardinal Billot [749] and his disciples, says that personality is
existence itself, as actualizing the individual nature.

By what criterion are we to arrive at the true definition of personality? [750] We
must start with the nominal definition, furnished by common usage, a definition
which all theologians intend to preserve. Now, by that common usage, when we use
the word "person" or its equivalent pronouns "I," "you," and "he," we mean to
signify, not a mere negation, not something accidental, but a distinct, individual and
substantial thing, even though its existence be contingent. Why, then, should the
philosopher or theologian, in his search for a real and distinct definition, abandon
this nominal definition of common sense? Let him rather follow the method
indicated by Aristotle [751] and St. Thomas, which requires that we proceed, first,
negatively, then positively.

1. Ontological personality, then, that by which a subject is person, cannot be a
negative something. [752] If personality is to constitute the person, it must itself be
something positive. Further, the personality of Socrates or of Peter must be
something in the natural order, and hence it cannot be defined, as Scotus wills, by
the negation of hypostatic union, which belongs essentially to the supernatural order;
a consequence would be that personality, the personality, say, of Socrates, would be
something naturally unknowable.

2. Ontological personality is not only something positive, but also something
substantial, not accidental, because "person" means a substance, a real subject of
accident. Hence personality, speaking properly, ontological personality, is not
formally constituted by self-consciousness, which is rather an act of the person
already constituted, an act which manifests the person which it presupposes.
Similarly, personality is not constituted by freedom of will, which is a consequence
that shows the dignity of the person who is already constituted. Moreover, in Jesus,
we find two self-conscious intellects and two free wills, though He is one sole
person, one sole ego. Hence personality is something positive and substantial. Let us
now compare it with those elements in the line of substance which it most
resembles.

3. Is personality identified with nature [753] as found concrete in the individual? No,
because person is a whole which has nature indeed as a part, the essential, formal,
and perfective part, but still only a part. [754] Were nature not a mere part, but the
whole of person, we could say "Peter is his nature." But since person contains more
than nature, we say "Peter has human nature."

4. Is then personality identified with individualized nature which underlies



Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, O. P. Page 121 0 290

existence? [755] Again no, because the concrete singular nature of Peter is not that
which exists but is that by which Peter is man. That which exists is Peter himself,
his person. Hence personality is not the concrete singular nature as preceding
existence. Further, were this view granted, since as in Christ there are two natures,
so there would likewise be two personalities, two persons.

5. Nor is personality to be identified with existence. Existence is attributed to
created persons as contingent predicate, not as a formal constitutive predicate. No
creature is its own existence. Creatures have existence, but the distance between "to
be" and "to have" is measureless. Only God is His own existence.

In every creature, St. Thomas [756] repeats, that which exists (the suppositum, the
person) differs from its existence. Existence, he says elsewhere, [757] follows both
nature and person. But it follows nature as that by which the thing is what it is,
whereas it follows person as that which has existence. The word "follows" in this
passage expresses a sequel that is real and objective, not a mere logical
consequence. And thus, if existence follows person, it presupposes person, and
hence cannot constitute personality.

Further, if existence formally constituted person, then the created person would be
identical with his existence. Peter would be his own existence, he would not simply
have existence. St. Thomas [758] would be wrong in repeating: In every creature
person differs from existence.

In other words, the fundamental argument of the Thomistic thesis runs thus: That
which is not its own existence is really distinct from that existence, really, that is,
anteriorly to any mental act of ours. Now the person of Peter, and much more his
personality, is really distinct from his existence, and existence is in him as a
contingent predicate. God alone is His own existence, a truth of supremest evidence
to those who have received the beatific vision.

6. To recapitulate. Ontological personality is a positive something, a substantial
something, which so determines the concrete singular nature of a rational substance
that it is capable, without medium, of existing in itself as a separate and independent
entity. [759] More briefly, it is that by which a rational subject is that which exists
(quod est): whereas its nature is that by which it belongs to its species, and existence
is that by which it exists.

Existence is a contingent predicate of the created person, it is his ultimate actuality,
not in the line of essence but in another line. Hence, since existence presupposes
personality, personality itself cannot be [760] a substantial mode posterior to
existence.

Hence we may say that personality is the point where two distinct lines intersect: the
line of essence and the line of existence. Personality, speaking properly, is that by
which an intellectual subject is that which is. This ontological personality, which
constitutes the ego, is thus the root, both of the psychologic personality, that is, of
the ego as self-conscious, and of the moral personality, that is, of self-mastery, of
self-initiated activity. Thus Christ's person, as theologians in general say, is the
personal principle (principium quod) of His theandric actions, and thus gives to His
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acts their infinite value,

This objective definition of personality does but make explicit the content of the
nominal definition which common sense accepts. Personality is that by which the
intellectual subject is a person, as existence is that by which it exists, hence
personality differs both from the essence and the existence which it unites into one
complete whole.

Hence created essence and its contingent existence do not make one sole nature,
[761] but they do belong to one and the same subject (suppositum): [762] nature as
its essential part, and existence as its contingent predicate. This terminology rests on
Aristotle's doctrine of the four modes of predicating per se, i. e.: of saying that this
predicate belongs to this subject. We have the first mode in a definition, the second
mode when we predicate a characteristic of the essence, the third when we predicate
something of an independent suppositum, and the fourth when we predicate of an
effect its proper and necessary cause. [763] Following this accepted terminology, we
see that created essence and its contingent existence make one complete whole as
belonging each to one suppositum, in the third mode of predicating per se.

Ontological personality thus conceived, far from preventing union between essence
and existence, is rather that which unites the two and makes them one complete
whole.

Such is the conception of personality defended by Cajetan and the majority of
Thomists. This conception, they maintain, is the metaphysical foundation of
grammatical usage in regard to personal pronouns, and of the verb "to be": he is a
man, for example, or he exists, or, he is active, he is patient, and so on.

The texts of Capreolus are less explicit. "Nature as individualized under existence"
is his definition of personality. We have said, with the majority, that personality is
that by which individualized nature becomes immediately capable of existing. Now
that which exists is, precisely speaking, not the nature of Peter, but Peter himself,
Peter's person. Thus Cajetan, though he speaks more explicitly, does not contradict
Capreolus.

In clarification of this doctrine, held by most Thomists, let us quote a few more texts
from St. Thomas. The form signified by this name person, he says, [764] is not
essence or nature, but personality. The contrast with nature shows that personality is
something substantial. Again he says: [765] The name person rests on personality,
which expresses subsistence in rational nature. This means, in other terms, that
personality is that by which a rational subject is capable, first of separate existence,
second, of self-initiated activity.

Again, speaking now of Christ directly, he writes thus: [766] Had not His human
nature been assumed by a divine person, that nature would have its own proper
personality. Hence we may say, speaking inexactly, that the divine person consumed
the human personality, because the divine person, by being united to the human
nature prevented that nature from having its own personality. In other words,
personality, though it is not a part of the essence, is still something positive and
substantial, not identified however with existence which, in a created person, is
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something contingent. Existence, he said above, [767] follows person which is the
subject of existence.

Lastly, speaking now of the Trinity, he says: [768] The three divine persons have
each one and the same existence. This text shows clearly that personality differs
from existence, since in God there are three personalities but only one existence.
Similarly he says: [769] Existence is not included in the definition of person
(suppositum). Only God is His own existence, whereas in a created person existence
is a predicate, not essential, but contingent.

Now for some consequences of this position. Person is to be found in man, in angel,
and, analogically, in God. By personality the intellectual subject becomes the first
subject of attribution, the subject of which all else in him is predicated, the center
from which all else radiates, the ego which possesses his nature, his existence, his
self-conscious act, his freedom. By deviation, this principle of ownership and
possession [770] can become the principle of egoism and individualism, which
prefers itself to family, society, and God. But while egoism and pride are thus an
abuse of created personality, an enormous abuse, rising even to the denial of the
Creator's supreme right, still the right use of personality, psychological and moral,
grows into truth, self-devotedness, and sanctity.

In what, then, consists the full development of created personality? It consists in
making ourselves fully independent of inferior things, but also, and still more
closely, dependent on truth, on goodness, on God.

Propriam personalitatem haberet; et pro tanto dicitur persona (divina) consumpsisse
personam, licet improprie, quia persona divina sua unione impedivit ne humana
natura propriam personalitatem haberet.

Himself. The saints are complete personalities, since they recognize that human
personality grows great only by dying to self so that God may live in us, may rule us
ever more completely. As God inclines to give Himself ever more and more, so the
saint renounces ever more completely his own judgment and his own will, to live
solely by the thoughts and will of God. He desires that God be his other self, [771]
more intimate than his proper self. Thus, from afar off, he begins to understand the
personality of Jesus.

But the saint, however high, is still a creature, immeasurably below the Creator,
eternally distinct from God. In Jesus Christ, the Word of God gave Himself, in the
highest conceivable manner, to humanity, by uniting Himself personally to
humanity, in such wise that the human nature thus united becomes one sole ego with
that Word, which assumed forever that human nature. Thus, there is in Christ one
sole person, one sole intellectual and free subject, even while there are two natures,
two intellects, two freedoms. Hence Christ alone among men can say: [772] "Before
Abraham was, I am." "The Father and I are one." "All that belongs to the Father
belongs to Me."

To clarify this hypostatic union, St. Thomas [773] proceeds as follows: According to
Catholic faith, human nature is really and truly united to the person of the Word,
while the two natures remain distinct. Now that which is united to a person, without
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a union in nature, is formally united to it in person, because person is the complete
whole of which nature is the essential part. Further, since human nature is not an
accident, like whiteness, for example, and is not a transitory act of knowledge or
love, the human nature is united to the Word not accidentally, but substantially.
[774].

Christ, then, is man, though He has no human personality. But His humanity, far
from being lowered by this union with the Word, is rather thereby elevated and
glorified. From that union His humanity has an innate sanctity substantial and
uncreated. To illustrate. Imagination, the highest of sense faculties, has a higher
nobility in man than in animal, a nobility arising from its very subordination to the
higher faculty of the intellect. A thing is more noble, says Thomas, when it exists in
a higher being than when it exists in itself. [775].

Whereas individuation proceeds from matter, personality, on the contrary, is the
most perfect thing in nature. [776] Thus in Jesus, as in us, all individualizing
circumstances, of time and place of birth, of people and country, arise from created
matter, whereas His person is uncreated.

This union of two natures therefore is not an essential union, since the two are
distinct and infinitely distant. Nor is it an accidental union, like that of the saints
with God. It is a union in the substantial order, in the very person of the Word, since
one real subject, one sole ego, possesses both natures. [777] Hence this union is
called the hypostatic union.

This teaching of St. Thomas, and of the majority of Thomists, rests, first on the
words of Jesus concerning His own person, secondly on the idea of person
accessible to our natural intelligence. Hence this doctrine can be expounded in a less
abstract form, in formulas that elevate the soul to sure and fruitful understanding of
this mystery. [778].

But a more subtle question arises: Is this hypostatic union of two natures something
created? In answer, it is clear, first, that the action which unites the two natures is
uncreated, because it is an act of the divine intellect and will, an act which is
formally immanent in God, and only virtually transitive, an act which is common to
the three divine persons. It is clear, secondly, that the humanity of Jesus has a real
and created relation to the Word which possesses that humanity, and on which that
humanity depends, whereas the Word has only a relation, not real but only of reason,
to the humanity which it possesses, but on which it does not depend. On these two
points there is no discussion.

But there is discussion when the question is posed thus: Is there a substantial
intermediate mode which unites the human nature to the Word? Scotus, Suarez, and
Vasquez answer affirmatively, as do likewise some Thomists, the Salmanticenses,
for example, and Godoy. Thomists in general answer negatively, appealing with
justice to repeated statements of St. Thomas. Thus he says: [779] "In the union of
the human nature to the divine, nothing mediates as cause of this union, nothing to
which human nature would be united before being united to the divine person: just
as between matter and form there is no medium. So likewise nothing can be
conceived as medium between nature and person (suppositum).” Thus the Word
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terminates and sustains the human nature of Christ, which human nature thus
constituted depends directly, without medium, on the Word. And creation itself,
passive creation, is nothing but a real direct relation by which the creature depends
on the Creator.

Further, St. Thomas holds [780] that the hypostatic union is the most deep and
intimate of all created unions. The human nature, it is true, is infinitely distant from
| the divine, but the principle which unites them, namely, the person of the Word,
cannot be more one and more unitive. The union of our soul to our body, for
example, however immediate it is and intimate, is yet broken by death, whereas the
Word is never separated either from the body or from the soul which He has
assumed. Thus the hypostatic union is immovable, indissoluble, for all eternity.

This deep inward intimacy of the hypostatic union has as consequence the truth that
there is in Christ one existence for the two natures. [781] This consequence, since it
supposes real distinction between created essence and existence, is denied by Scotus
and Suarez, who thereby attenuate that union which constitutes the God-man. St.
Thomas thus establishes his conclusion: [782] There can be, in one and the same
person, many accidental existences, that of whiteness, for example, that of an
acquired science or art: but the substantial existence of the person itself must be one
and one only. Since existence is the ultimate actuality, the uncreated existence of the
Word would not be the ultimate actuality if it were ulteriorly determinable by a
created existence. Hence we say, on the contrary, that the eternal Word
communicates His own existence to His humanity, somewhat as the separated soul

H communicates its own existence to the body at the moment of resurrection. "It is
more noble to exist in a higher thing than to exist in one's self." [783] "The eternal
existence of God's Son, an existence identified with divine nature, becomes the
existence of a man, when human nature is assumed by God's Son into unity with His
person." [784].

Scotus and Suarez, as has been said, since they reject real distinction between
essence and existence, reject likewise the doctrine of one existence in Christ. They
not only attenuate the hypostatic union but even compromise it, because existence,
as ultimate actuality, presupposes subsistence or personality. Hence, as Thomists
say, if there were two existences in Christ, there must be likewise two persons. One
thing St. Thomas [785] insists on: one person can have but one sole existence.

This doctrine shows the sublimity of the hypostatic union. Under this union, just as
the soul of Christ has the transcendent gift of the beatific vision, so the very being of
Christ's humanity, since it exists by the Word's uncreated existence, is on a
transcendent level of being. Here we see in all its fullness the principle with which
St. Thomas begins his treatise on the Incarnation: Good is self-communicative, and
the higher is that good the more abundantly and intimately does it communicate
itself.

Christ's personality, then, the unity of His ego, is primarily an ontological unity. He
is one sole subject, intellectual and free, and has one sole substantial existence. But
this most profound of all ontological unities expresses itself by a perfect union of
this human mind and will with His divinity. His human mind, as we have just said,
had even here on earth the beatific vision of God's essence, and hence of God's
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knowledge. Hence, even here below, there was in Jesus a wonderful compenetration
of vision uncreated and vision created, both having the same object, though only the
uncreated vision is infinitely comprehensive. Similarly there was perfect and
indissoluble union of divine freedom and human freedom, the latter also being
absolutely impeccable.

Chapter 34: Consequences Of The Hypostatic Union

1. By the substantial grace of personal union with the Word, the humanity of Christ
is sanctified, with a sanctity that is innate, substantial, and uncreated. By the grace of
union Jesus is united to God personally and substantially, by that grace He is Son of
God, the well-beloved of the Father, by that grace He is constituted as the substantial
principle [786] of acts, not merely supernatural but theandrical, and by that grace He
is sinless and impeccable.

2. Nevertheless it is highly appropriate that the soul of the Savior should have, as
consequence of the hypostatic union, the plenitude also of created grace, of
sanctifying grace, with all the infused virtues and with all the gifts of the Holy
Ghost, that thus his supernatural and meritorious acts be connatural. This
connaturalness requires that also the proximate principles of these acts, His intellect
and will, be of the same supernatural order as are the acts themselves. [787].

3. This habitual and sanctifying grace, being a consequence of the hypostatic union,
was, from the first moment of His conception, so perfect that it could not be
augmented. By His successive deeds, says the Second Council of Constantinople,
[788] Christ Himself was not made better.

This initial plentitude of grace expanded at once into the light of glory and beatific
vision. [789] It is highly appropriate that He who came to lead humanity to its last
end should have perfect knowledge of that end. [790] Were it otherwise, did He
have from His divinity only faith illumined by the gifts of the Holy Ghost, then, on
receiving later the light of glory, He would, contrary to the Council just cited, have
Himself become better.

This expansion of sanctifying grace into the vision of God was paralleled by a
corresponding expansion of zeal for God's glory and man's salvation, a zeal which
led the Savior, at His entrance into the world, to offer Himself as a perfect holocaust
for us. The same plenitude of grace is the source, on the one hand, of a supreme
beatitude, which did not leave Him even on the cross, and, on the other hand, of the
greatest suffering and humiliations, arising from His zeal to repair all offenses
against God and to save mankind. This identity of source serves in some manner to
explain the mysterious harmony, in Christ crucified, between supreme beatitude and
supreme suffering, physical, moral, and spiritual.

4. The priesthood of Christ, which gives to His sacrifice an infinite value, on what
does it rest? It presupposes, not merely the fullness of created grace, but also the
grace of union. The priestly acts of Christ draw their theandric and infinite value
from His divine personality. Some Thomists, it is true, say that Christ's priesthood is



Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, O. P. Page 127 of 290

constituted by His created grace, by His grace of headship, [791] which of course
presupposes the grace of union. But the majority, more numerous as time goes on,
hold that Christ's priesthood rests directly on the uncreated grace of union itself.
That union it is which makes Jesus the "Anointed one of the Lord." That union gives
Him His primordial anointing, His substantial holiness. [792].

Further, the grace of union is also the reason why we owe to Christ's humanity the
homage of adoration. [793] It is likewise the reason why Christ sits at the right hand
of God, as universal king of all creatures, as judge of the living and the dead. [794]
This is the view which dominates the encyclical on Christ as King. [795] Jesus is
universal judge and universal king, not only as God, but also as man, and that above
all by His grace of union which makes Him God-man.

This uncreated grace of union, then, is the reason why Christ, as man, since He
possesses substantial holiness, is to be adored with the adoration due to God alone.
And primarily by this same grace He is first priest, capable of priestly acts which are
theandric, secondly universal king and judge.

Here appears the necessity of contemplating our Savior from three points of view:
first according to His divine nature, by which He creates and predestines; secondly,
according to His human nature, by which He speaks, reasons, and suffers; thirdly,
according to His unity of person with the Word, by which His acts are theandric and
have a value infinitely meritorious and satisfactory.

: Christ was predestinated. In what sense? St. Thomas and his school, in opposition to
Scotus, teach that Jesus as man was predestined, first to divine filiation, secondly
and consequently, to the highest degree of glory, which is given to Him because He
is God's Son, by nature, not by adoption. [796] They teach, further, that Christ's own
gratuitous predestination is the cause of our predestination and that Jesus merited for
the elect all the effects of predestination, all the graces which they receive, including
the grace of final perseverance. [797].

5. Christ's meritorious and satisfactory acts have an intrinsic value which is infinite.
On this important question, which touches the very essence of the mystery of
Redemption, Thomists and Scotists are divided. St. Thomas and his school, as we
saw above, by insisting on the one existence of Christ, emphasize, much more than
Scotus does, the intimacy of the two natures in Jesus,—which gives to His acts,
meritorious and satisfactory, an intrinsically infinite value. Thomists insist on the
substantial principle of these acts, which is the Word made flesh, the divine
suppositum, the divine person of the Son of God.

Hence, whereas Scotists assign to Christ's acts a value that is only extrinsically
infinite, that is, only so far as God accepts those acts, Thomists, on the contrary, and
with them many other theologians, hold that the value of these acts is intrinsically
infinite by reason of the divine person of the Word, which is their substantial and
personal principle. That which acts, merits, satisfies, is not, speaking properly, the
humanity of Jesus, but rather the person of the Word, which acts by His assumed
humanity. But that person, having an infinite elevation, communicates that elevation
to all His acts. He that properly satisfies for an offense, says St. Thomas, [798] must
give to the one offended something for which his love is at least as great as is his
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hatred for the offense. But Christ, by suffering in charity and obedience, offered God
something for which His love is greater than is His hatred for all offenses committed
by the human race. As offense grows with the dignity of the person offended, so
honor and satisfaction grow with the dignity of the person who makes amends.
[799].

This thesis, admitted by theologians generally, is in accord with the teaching of
Clement VI: [800] One little drop of Christ's blood, by His union with the Word,
would have sufficed to redeem the whole human race. It is to men an infinite
treasure... by reason of Christ's infinite merits.

Chapter 35: Freedom And Impeccability [801]

Christ's acts of merit and satisfaction presuppose freedom in the proper sense, [802]
not merely spontaneity, [803] which is found already in the animal. Now it would
seem that Christ, if He is to obey freely, must also be able to disobey. Hence the
question: how is freedom to be harmonized with absolute impeccability?
Impeccability, in Christ, does not mean merely that, in fact, He never sinned. It
means that He simply could not sin. He could not for three reasons:

a) by reason of His divine personality, which necessarily excludes sin:

b) by reason of His beatific vision of God's goodness, from which no
blessed soul can ever turn aside:

¢) by reason of His plentitude of grace, received inamissibly as
consequence of the grace of union.

How can Jesus be perfectly free if He is bound by obedience to His Father's will?
Dominic Banez [804] was obliged to study this question profoundly, in answer to
certain theologians of his epoch, who tried to safeguard the freedom of Jesus by
saying that He had not received from His Father a command to die on the cross for
our salvation. This position has defenders even in our own times. Thomists reply
that the position contradicts the explicit words of Scripture: "I give My life. This is
the command I have received from My Father. That the world may know that I act
according to the commandment My Father has given me. Arise, let us go. If you
keep My commandments, you will abide in My love, even as I have kept the
commandments of My Father, and abide in His love." [805] Christ became obedient
unto death, even to death on the cross. [806].

Now obedience, properly speaking, has as formal object a command to be fulfilled.
And if one says, unjustifiably, that the commands given to Christ were only
counsels, how could Christ, being absolutely impeccable, neglect even the counsels
of His Father? Hence the question inevitably returns: How can impeccability be
harmonized with that real freedom which is presupposed by merit?

The Thomistic reply begins by distinguishing psychological liberty from moral
liberty. A command takes away moral liberty, in the sense that disobedience is
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illicit. But the command, far from taking away psychological liberty, rather builds
on this liberty as foundation. The command is given precisely to ensure free acts. No
one commands fire to burn, or the heart to beat, or any other necessary act. A
command is self-destructive where there is no liberty.

And precept remains precept, and is freely fulfilled, even when he who obeys is
impeccable, because the thing commanded (death for our salvation) is good from
one viewpoint, and not good, even painful, from another viewpoint. This object is
entirely different from the divine goodness clearly seen in the beatific vision. The
blessed in heaven are not free to love God whom they see face to face, though they
too remain free in other acts, to pray, for example, at this time, or for this person.

Further, if the command to die destroys Christ's liberty, we would have to say the
same of all precepts, even of those commanded by the natural law, and thus Christ
would have no freedom to obey any precept, and hence could have no merit.

But the difficulty seems to remain. If Christ was free to obey, then He could disobey
and thus sin. But faith teaches, not only that He did not sin, but that He could not
sin.

In answer let us weigh the following reflections.

1. Liberty of exercise suffices to safeguard the essence of liberty. Man is master of
his act when he can either place the act or not place it. Such an act is free, even
where there is no choice between contrary acts, hating, say, and loving, or between
two disparate ways of attaining an end.

2. The power to sin is not included in the idea of freedom, but is rather the
defectibility of our freedom, just as the possibility of error is the defectibility of our
intellect. This power to sin does not exist in God who is sovereignly free, nor in the
blessed who are confirmed in good. Hence it did not exist in Christ, whose freedom,
even here on earth, was the most perfect image of divine freedom. Genuine freedom
then does not include disobedience, but rather excludes it. Genuine freedom wills,

not evil, but always good. It chooses between two or many objects, none of which is
bad, but all good. [807].

3. Disobedience is not to be confused with the mere absence of obedience. In a
sleeping child, for example, though he be the most obedient of children, there is,
here and now, the absence of obedience, but no disobedience. Disobedience is a
privation, a wrong, a fault, whereas mere absence of obedience is a simple negation.
This distinction may seem subtle, but it expresses the truth. Christ, like the blessed
in heaven, could not disobey, even by omission or neglect. But His human will,
incapable of disobedience, can still see the absence of obedience as good, [808] as
something here and now not necessarily connected with His beatitude. Death on the
cross was good for our salvation, but it was a good mixed with non-good, with
extreme suffering, physical and moral. Hence it was an object which did not impose
necessity on His will. Nor did the divine will impose necessity, since, as we have
seen, the precept, by making the omission illicit, removes indeed moral liberty, but,
on the contrary, presupposes and preserves physical and psychological liberty.
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When then does Jesus love necessarily ? He thus loves His Father seen face to face,
and hence all else that is, here and now, connected, intrinsically and necessarily,
with that supreme beatitude, just as we necessarily will existence, life, and
knowledge without which we see that we cannot have happiness. But Jesus willed
freely all that was connected, not intrinsically, but only extrinsically, by a command,
with beatitude. Death, at once salutary for us and terrible in itself, did not attract
necessarily. The command did not change either the nature of the death, or the
freedom of the act commanded. Hence Christ's response.

Thus Jesus obeyed freely even though He could not disobey. As distant illustration
of this mystery, we may refer to a painful act of obedience in a good religious. He
obeys freely, hardly reflecting that he could disobey. Even if he were confirmed in
grace, this confirmation would not destroy the freedom of his obedient act. The will
of Christ, says St. Thomas, [809] though it is confirmed in good, is not necessitated
by this or that particular good. Hence Christ, like the blessed, chooses by a free will
which is confirmed in good. This sentence, in its simplicity, is more perfect than the
long commentaries thereon, but the commentaries serve to show the truth hidden in
that simplicity. The sinless liberty of Christ is the perfect image of God's sinless
liberty. [810].

Chapter 36: Christ's Victory And Passion
We consider here three important problems.

1. How is Christ's passion in harmony with His beatific vision?

2. How did His passion cause our salvation?

3. Why did He suffer so much, seeing that His least suffering would suffice to save
us?

1. According to St. Thomas [811] our Savior's sufferings were the greatest that can
be conceived. In particular, His moral suffering surpassed that of all contrite hearts,
first because it derived from a transcendent wisdom, which let Him realize, far
beyond our power, the infinite gravity of sin, and the countless multitude of men's
crimes; secondly because it derived from a measureless love for God and men;
thirdly because He suffered, not merely for the sins of one man, as does a repentant
sinner, but for all sins of all men taken together. Hence the question: How under
such intense pain, physical and moral, could our Lord simultaneously preserve the
boundless joy of the beatific vision?

This mystery, as theologians generally teach, is the consequence of another mystery,
namely, that Jesus was simultaneously a viator (on the road to ultimate glory) and a
comprehensor (already in possession of ultimate glory). [812] How is this possible?
The truest answer is that of St. Thomas, an answer that is full of light, though the
mystery remains a mystery.

We must distinguish also in Christ, says the saint, [813] the higher soul faculties
from the lower. Hence, as long as He was simultaneously viator and comprehensor,
He did not allow the glory and the joy of the superior part to overflow on the inferior
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part. Only the summit of His soul, that is, His human mind and will was beatified,
while He freely abandoned to pain all His faculties of sense. [814] He would not
permit His beatific joy in the summit of His soul to send down the slightest
softening ray upon that physical and moral pain, to which He would fully surrender
Himself, for our salvation. In Illustration, think of a lofty mountain, the summit

Illumined by the sun, while a violent storm envelops the lower slopes and the

foundations, and, as analogy, think of the contrite penitent, whose higher faculties

rejoice in the affliction of his lower faculties, and rejoice the more, the more he is
thus afflicted.

2. How did Christ's passion cause our salvation? [815] In five different ways: as
merit, as satisfaction, as sacrifice, as redemption, as efficient cause. Is this series a
mere juxtaposition of scriptural terms? No, we have here an ordered process, rising
from general terms to terms which are specific and comprehensive. All acts of
“charity are meritorious, but not all are satisfactory. An act may be satisfactory
_without being, properly speaking, a sacrifice, which presupposes a priest. And even
a true sacrifice, as in the Old Law, may not of itself be redemptive, but only as
prefigurative of a perfect sacrifice. And, lastly, even a redemptive sacrifice may be
only a moral cause of grace, whereas Christ's redemptive sacrifice is also the
efficient cause of grace.

Christ's passion, then, wrought our salvation under the form of merit because, as the
head of humanity, He could pour out grace on us from His own fullness, and, as
divine person, His merits have an infinite value. [816].

His passion was, second, a perfect satisfaction, because by bearing that passion with
theandric love, He offered something for which the Father's love was greater than
His displeasure at all sins of mankind. And the life He offered, the life of the God-
man, had infinite value. Personally then, and objectively, satisfaction was
completely adequate. [817].

His passion, further, was sacrificial cause of our redemption, for it was an oblation,
in the visible order, of His life, of His body and blood, made by Him as priest [818]
Of the New Covenant. [819].

Hence, also as redemption, His passion is cause of our salvation, because, being an
adequate and super-abounding satisfaction, it was the price paid for our deliverance
from sin and penalty. [820].

Merit, satisfaction, sacrifice, redemption are forms of moral causality. But Christ's
passion is also an efficient cause of our salvation, since the suffering humanity of
Christ is the instrument by which the divinity causes in us all graces which we
receive. [821].

Recapitulating, [822] St. Thomas speaks thus: The passion of Christ's humanity
compared to His divinity, has instrumental efficiency; compared to Christ's human
Will, it energizes as merit; considered in His flesh, it energizes as satisfaction; it
energizes as redemption, in delivering us from the captivity of guilt; lastly, it
energizes as sacrifice, by reconciling, by making us the friends of God.
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We should note here that St. Thomas sees the essence of satisfaction in our Savior's
theandric love rather than in His great sufferings, since these sufferings draw their
value from that love which pleases God more than all sin displeases Him. [823] This
love makes Christ's satisfaction superabundant, and, further, as Thomists hold
against Scotus, intrinsically, of itself, superabundant, not merely extrinsically, by
God's acceptance. And this satisfaction, they add, being of itself superabundant, has
the rigorously strict value of justice.

Let us note another conclusion. Jesus is the one sole Redeemer, [824] the universal
Redeemer from whom alone all others, even His mother, the Virgin Mary, receive
their sanctity. [825].

The effects of Christ's passion, to recapitulate, are deliverance and reconciliation,
deliverance from sin, from the domination of the devil, from the penalties due to sin;
and reconciliation with God, who opens to us the gates of heaven. Here we see, in
mutual order and Illumination, the various terms and truths whereby Scripture and
tradition speak of our Savior's passion. The conclusions thus presented are not,
strictly speaking, theological conclusions, even when at times they proceed from
two premises of faith. They are rather explanations of the truths contained in the
"doctrine of faith," truths that precede theology, and of which theology is itself the
explanatory science.

3. Why did Jesus suffer so much, seeing that the least of His sufferings offered with
such love would superabundantly suffice for our salvation? [826].

In answer, let us look at our Saviot's sufferings from three points of view; our own,
His own, and that of God the Father.

a) We need to be Illumined on how to receive the greatest testimony of love,
accompanied by the highest example of heroic virtue. Now there is no greater love
than giving life for those we love. [827].

b) Christ Himself must fulfil His redemptive mission in the highest manner. Now, as
priest, no victim but Himself was worthy. And to be a perfect holocaust He must be
completely victim, in body, in heart, in a soul "sorrowful unto death." Further,
having the fullness of charity, and being both viator and comprehensor, He
necessarily suffered with boundless intensity from mankind's sins taken on Himself,
seeing in these sins both the offense against God and the cause of the loss of souls.

¢) God the Father willed by this road of suffering and humiliation to give our Savior
the grandest of victories, a threefold victory, over sin, over the devil, over death. The
victory over sin was gained by the greatest of all acts of charity, victory over the
devil's disobedience and pride by the supreme act of obedience and the loving
acceptance of the lowest humiliations, victory over death, the consequence and
punishment of sin, by the glorious external sign of the two preceding victories, a
victory culminating in His resurrection and ascension. "Christ humbled Himself,
becoming obedient unto death, even to death on the cross. Hence God exalted Him,
and gave Him a name above every name, a name before which all kneel... while
every tongue, to the glory of God the Father, confesses that Jesus Christ is the
Lord." [828].
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This treatise on the redemptive Incarnation, like that on God, shows that Thomism is
not a mere sum of haphazard theses, but a mental attitude of research, a method of
expounding truth in the order of nature and of grace, a unified grasping, a living
synthesis, of the natural order of truth in its essential subordination to the
supernatural order of truth. Such a synthesis radiates from one mother-idea. In the
treatise on God that parent-idea is this: God is subsistent being, in whom alone
essence is identified with existence. In the treatise on the Incarnation, the parent idea
is the divine personality of our Savior. This unity of person in two natures implies
first, unity of existence, [829] secondly, substantial sanctity, thirdly, a priesthood
supremely perfect, fourthly, a royal dominion over all creatures. Lastly, since person
is the substantial principle of all acts, the theandric acts of Christ have a value
intrinsically infinite in the order of merit and satisfaction.

We add one remark. These two treatises, that on God and that on the Incarnation, are
the foundations of the theological edifice. On their solidity all else depends.

Chapter 37: Mariology [830]

As from the hypostatic union arise all the prerogatives of Christ, so the divine
maternity is the raison d'etre of all Mary's graces, particularly of her role as our
Mother and Mediatrix. We treat here four questions:

1. Mary's predestination.

2. Her dignity as Mother of God.
3. Her sanctity.

4. Her universal mediation.

Under these headings we give the common Thomistic teaching, and attempt to make
precise the reason why St. Thomas hesitated to affirm the privilege of the
Immaculate Conception.

Article One: Mary's Predestination

By one and the same decree God predestined Jesus and Mary, Jesus unto natural
divine filiation, Mary to be the Mother of God, because Christ's eternal
predestination includes all the circumstances which here and now attend His
incarnation. Of these circumstances the most important is that signalized in the
Nicene Creed: He was incarnate by the Holy Spirit of Mary the Virgin. To this one
and the same decree testimony is borne by Pius IX in the bull Ineffabilis Deus: [831]
This Virgin's privileges are primordial, given by that one and the same decree which
willed that divine Wisdom be incarnate.

The parallelism is complete. Jesus was predestined, first [832] to divine filiation,
secondly and consequently to the highest degree of glory and hence to that fullness
of grace which belongs to the holy soul of the Word made flesh. Thus too, by the
same decree, Mary was predestined first to the divine maternity, secondly and
consequently to a very high degree of glory, and hence to that fullness of grace
which belongs to the Mother of God, a fullness worthy of the grandeur of her
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mission, a mission which uniquely associated her with the redemptive work of her
Son. [833].

Mary's predestination, further, again like that of Christ, depends, in the order of
material causality, on the permission and prevision of Adam's fall, because, in the
actual plan of Providence, if the first man had not sinned, were there no original sin
to repair, Mary would not be the Mother of God. But where sin abounded, grace
super-abounded. [834] The Fall was permitted in view of that great good which we
see radiating from the redemptive Incarnation, [835] and Mary, predestined to be
Mother of the Redeemer, is thereby predestined likewise to be the Mother of mercy.

Mary's predestination, like that of Christ, is absolutely gratuitous. By no title, either
of justice (de condigno) or even of strict appropriateness (de congruo proprie): could
she merit divine maternity. This is the common teaching, against Gabriel Biel. The
principle underlying this doctrine runs thus: The source of merit cannot itself be
merited. Now, in the actual economy of salvation, the Incarnation is the source of all
grace, and of all merit, of Mary's graces and of our own.

Further, there is no proportion between merits in the order of created grace and the
hypostatic order of uncreated grace. But divine maternity, though it terminates in the
hypostatic order, in the person of the Word made flesh, is in itself a created grace.
Hence, when we say that the Blessed Virgin merited to bear the Lord of all, we do
not mean, says St. Thomas, [836] that she merited the Incarnation itself. What we do
mean is this: By the grace given her she merited that degree of purity and sanctity
which was demanded by her dignity as Mother of God. Can we therefore say that
she merited the Incarnation, not indeed by justice (de condigno): nor even by strict
appropriateness (de congruo stricte dicto): but at least by appropriateness in a wider
sense (de congruo late dicto) ? St. Thomas [837] seems to say so, and is thus
understood by many Thomists. The saint's words run thus: The Blessed Virgin did
not merit the Incarnation, but, the Incarnation supposed, she merited, not de
condigno but de congruo, that the Incarnation should be accomplished through her.
This position is in full accord with two other positions: first that she merited our
graces de congruo proprio, secondly that Christ merited our graces de condigno.

Article Two: The Divine Maternity

Mary is truly and properly the Mother of God. This definition of the Church [838] is
to be explained thus: The terminus of the act of conceiving is not, properly speaking,
the nature of the child, but the person of the child. Now the person in whom Mary's
act of conception terminates is the Word incarnate, a divine person.

The divine maternity, therefore, is a relation, of Mary to Christ and of Christ to
Mary. Since Christ belongs to the hypostatic order, Mary's maternity is a relation to
the hypostatic order. This relation is, in Mary, a real relation, like that of creature to
Creator, whereas it is only a relation of reason in the unchangeable Word, like that
of Creator to creature.

The sublimity of this divine maternity is thus expressed by St. Thomas: "The
Blessed Virgin, by being Mother of God, has a certain infinite dignity, by this
relation to that infinite good which is God. And nothing in this line can be conceived
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greater than this maternity, just as nothing can be conceived greater than

God." [839] This conception underlies the saint's words on hyperdulia, a cult due to
Mary alone. He says: [840] "Hyperdulia is the highest kind of dulia, [841] because
the reverence due to any person grows with that person's affinity to God." Mary's
maternity, then, since it terminates in God, has an infinite dignity.

By what is Mary sanctified? Is it by the divine maternity, independently of her
plenitude of grace? Some theologians [842] say Yes, just as the hypostatic union
gives to Christ a substantial sanctity independently of His fullness of sanctifying
grace. But the generality of theologians [843] say No, because the divine maternity,
in contrast to Christ's grace of union, is only a relation to the Word incarnate, and
relation as such does not seem to be a sanctifying form.

Nevertheless this relation of divine maternity, though it does not sanctify formally
and immediately, does sanctify radically and exigitively, because it connaturally
postulates all the graces given to Mary to make her the worthy Mother of God.
[844].

To understand this distinction, let us note that the divine maternity, considered
materially, consists in the acts of conceiving, carrying, bearing, and nourishing the
Word made flesh. Now, in themselves, these acts are less perfect than that of loving
God and doing His will according to our Lord's word: "Yea, rather blessed are they
who hear the word of God and keep it." [845] But we must consider the divine
maternity also formally. To become Mother of God, Mary had to give her consent to
the realization of the mystery. By this consent, as tradition says, she conceived her
Son, not only in body, but also in spirit, in body, because He is flesh of her flesh, in
spirit, because He awaited her consent. But her act of consent was given, says St.
Thomas, [846] in the name of the human race. Further, in thus consenting, she
consented likewise to that train of sufferings predicted by the Messianic prophecies.
Considered thus, formally, the divine maternity demands those high graces which
make her, in God's plan, the worthy Mother of the Redeemer, His most intimate
associate in the work of redemption. [847].

Let us add that maternity, in a rational creature, presupposes the mother's consent,
and that, in the present case, that consent must be supernatural, since it terminates in
the mystery of the redemptive Incarnation. Thus while the divine maternity, taken
formally, demands grace, the inverse is not true. Fullness of grace, in idea, does not
demand the divine maternity. It may be said, of course, that, by God's absolute
power, divine maternity could exist without grace. But thus considered, even the
soul of Christ could be annihilated, since there is no intrinsic contradiction. But, it
need hardly be said, we are dealing here with God's ordinary power, as guided by
wisdom which suits all things to their purpose.

A last question. Divine maternity, taken in itself, without considering Mary's
fullness of grace—is it higher than sanctifying grace and the beatific vision? Many
theologians [848] answer No. Among Thomists, Contenson, Gotti, Hugon, [849]
Merkelbach, [850] answer Yes, maintaining that the affirmative answer is more in
conformity with traditional doctrine. They give three convincing reasons.

1. The divine maternity belongs, terminatively, to the hypostatic order, it reaches
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physically the person of the Word made flesh, to whom it gives His human nature.
But the hypostatic order surpasses by far the orders of grace and glory. Hence the
divine maternity has an infinite dignity. Besides, while grace can be lost, the divine
maternity cannot be lost.

2. The divine maternity is the original reason for Mary's fullness of grace, and the
converse is not true. Hence her maternity, being the measure and purpose of that
fullness, stands simply higher than its effects.

3. Why do we owe Mary the cult of hyperdulia? Answer: because of her divine
maternity. This cult cannot be given to the saints, however high in grace and glory.
Hyperdulia is due to Mary, not because she is the greatest of saints, but because she
is the Mother of God. Hence, speaking simply, her divine maternity, considered
purely in itself, [851] is superior to her sanctifying grace and her glory. Thus we
return to our thesis: Mary was predestined, first to the divine maternity, secondly
and consequently to a surpassing degree of glory, thirdly and again consequently to
her fullness of sanctifying grace.

Since Mary by her divine maternity belongs to the hypostatic order, she is higher
than all angels, and higher than all priests, who have a priesthood participated from
Christ. This maternity divine is the foundation, the root, the fountainhead, of all her
other graces and privileges, which either precede her maternity as dispositions, or
accompany it, or follow it as consequences.

Article Three: Mary's Sanctity

Mary's sanctity, considered negatively, includes the privileges of the Immaculate
Conception, and exemption from even the least personal sin. Considered positively,
it means the fullness of grace.

1. St. Thomas and the Immaculate Conception

Was St. Thomas in favor of granting to Mary the privilege of the Immaculate
Conception? Many theologians, including Dominicans [852] and Jesuits, [853] say
Yes. Many others say No. [854] We hold, as solidly probable, the position that St.
Thomas hesitated on this question. This view, already proposed by many Thomists,
is defended by Mandonnet, [855] and by N. del Prado, E. Hugon, G. Frietoff, and J.
M. Voste. [856] This view we here briefly expound.

At the beginning of his theological career [857] St. Thomas [858] explicitly affirms
this privilege: The Blessed Virgin, he says, was immune, both from original sin and
from actual sin. But then he saw that many theologians understood this privilege in a
sense that withdrew the Virgin from redemption by Christ, contrary to St. Paul's
[859] principle that, just as all men are condemned by the crime of one man (Adam):
so all men are justified by the just deed of one man (Christ, the second Adam): and
that therefore, just as there is but one God, so there is also only one mediator, Christ,
between God and men. Hence St. Thomas showed that Mary, too, was redeemed by
the merits of her Son, and this doctrine is now part and parcel of the definition of the
Immaculate Conception. But that Mary might be redeemed, St. Thomas thought that
she must have the debt of guilt, [860] incurred by her carnal descent from Adam.
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Hence, from this time on, he said that Mary was not sanctified before her animation,
leaving her body, conceived in the ordinary way, to be the instrumental cause in
transmitting the debitum culpae. We must note that, in his view, [861] conception,
fecundation, precedes, by an interval of time, the moment of animation, by which
the person is constituted. The only exception he allowed was for Christ, whose
conception, virginal and miraculous, was simultaneous with the moment of
animation.

Hence, when we find St. Thomas repeating that the Blessed Virgin Mary was
conceived in original sin, we know that he is thinking of the conception of her body,
which precedes in time her animation.

At what exact moment, then, was Mary sanctified in her mother's womb? To this
question he gives no precise answer, except perhaps at the end of his life, when he
seems to return to his original view, to a positive affirmation of Mary's Immaculate
Conception. Before this last period, he declares [862] that we do not know the
precise moment, but that it was soon after animation. Hence he does not pronounce
on the question whether the Virgin Mary was sanctified at the very moment of her
animation. St. Bonaventure had posed that question and like many others had
answered in the negative. St. Thomas preferred to leave the question open and did
not answer it.

To maintain his original position in favor of the privilege, he might have introduced
the distinction, familiar in his works, between priority of nature and priority of time.
He might thus have explained his phrase "soon after" (cito post) to mean that the
creation of Mary's soul preceded her sanctification only by a priority of nature. But,
as John of St. Thomas [863] remarks, he was impressed by the reserved attitude of
the Roman Church, which did not celebrate the feast of Mary's Conception, by the
silence of Scripture, and by the negative position of a great number of theologians.
Hence he would not pronounce on this precise point. Such, in substance, is the
interpretation given by N. del Prado and P. Hugon. [864] The latter notes further the
insistence of St. Thomas on the principle, recognized in the bull Ineffabilis Deus,
that Mary's sanctification is due to the future merits of her Son as Redeemer of the
human race. But did this redemption preserve her from original sin, or did it remit
that sin? On this question St. Thomas did not pronounce.

In opposition to this interpretation two texts of the saint are often cited. In the
Summa [865] he says: The Blessed Virgin did indeed incur original sin, but was
cleansed therefrom before she was born. Writing on the Sentences, [866] he says:
The Virgin's sanctification cannot properly be conceived either as preceding the
infusion of her soul, since she was not thus capable of receiving grace, or as taking
place at the very moment of the soul's infusion, by a grace simultaneously infused to
preserve her from incurring original sin.

How do the theologians cited above explain these texts? They [867] answer thus: If
we recall the saint's original position, and the peremptoriness of the principle that
Mary was redeemed by Christ, these two texts are to be understood rather as a
debitum culpae originalis than the actual incurring of the sin itself. Thus animation
would precede sanctification by a priority of nature only, not of time.
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Here we must remark, with Merkelbach, [868] that these opportune distinctions
were not yet formulated by St. Thomas. The saint wrote "she incurred original sin,"
and not "she should have incurred it," or "she would have incurred it, had she not
been preserved." Further, the saint wrote: "We believe that the Blessed Virgin Mary
was sanctified soon after her conception and the infusion of her soul." [869] And he
does not here distinguish priority of nature from priority of time.

But we must add, with Voste, [870] that St. Thomas, at the end of his life, seems to
return to the original view, which he had expressed as follows: [871] Mary was
immune from all sin, original and actual. Thus, in December 1272, he writes: [872]
Neither in Christ nor in Mary was there any stain. Again, on the verse [873] which
calls the sun God's tent, he writes: Christ put His tent, i. e.: His body, in the sun, i.
e.: in the Blessed Virgin who was obscured by no sin and to whom it is said: [874]
"Thou art all beautiful, my friend, and in thee there is no stain." In a third text [875]
he writes: Not only from actual sin was Mary free, but she was by a special privilege
cleansed from original sin. This special privilege distinguishes her from Jeremias
and John the Baptist. A fourth text, [876] written in his last year of life, [877] has the
following words: Mary excels the angels in purity, because she is not only in herself
pure, but begets purity in others. She was herself most pure, because she incurred no
sin, either original or actual, not even any venial sin. And he adds that she incurred
no penalty, and in particular, was immune from corruption in the grave.

Now it is true that in that same context, some lines earlier, the saint writes this
sentence: The Blessed Virgin though conceived in original sin, was not born in
original sin. But, unless we are willing to find in his supreme mind an open
contradiction in one and the same context, we must see in the word, "She was
conceived in original sin," not original sin itself, which is in the soul, but the debt of
original sin which antecedently to animation was in her body conceived by the
ordinary road of generation. [878].

We conclude with Father Voste: [879] "Approaching the end of his life here below,
the Angelic Doctor gradually returned to his first [880] affirmation: the Blessed
Virgin was immune from all sin, original and actual.”

2. Mary's Fullness of Grace

The Blessed Virgin's fullness of grace made her of all creatures the nearest to the
Author of grace. Thus St. Thomas. [881] He adds [882] that her initial fullness was
such that it made her worthy to be mother of Christ. As the divine maternity
belongs, by its terminus, to the hypostatic order, so Mary's initial grace surpassed
even the final grace of the angels and of all other saints. In other words, God's love
for the future Mother of God was greater than His love for any other creature. Now,
grace, being an effect of God's love for us, is proportioned to the greatness of that
love. Hence it is probable, as weighty Thomists [883] say, that Mary's initial fullness
surpassed the final grace of all saints and angels taken together, because she was
already then more loved by God than all the saints taken as one. Hence, according to
tradition, Mary's merits and prayer, could, even without any angel or saint, obtain
even here on earth more than could all saints and angels without her. Further, this
initial plentitude of sanctifying grace was accompanied by a proportional plentitude
of infused virtues and of the seven gifts of the Holy Ghost.
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With such initial fullness, could Mary still grow in grace? Most assuredly. In her we
have the perfect exemplification of the principle which St. Thomas thus formulates:
"Natural motion (in a falling stone) is intensified by approaching its goal. In violent
motion (in a stone thrown upwards) we have the inverse. But grace grows like
nature. Hence those who are in grace grow in proportion to their approach to their
goal." [884] Hence Mary's progress in grace, ever more prompt toward God, grew
ever more rapid in answer to God's greater attraction.

But while Mary's grace thus grew greater until her death, there were two moments
when her grace was augmented sacramentally: [885] the moment of the Incarnation,
and that on Calvary when she was declared the Mother of all men.

Article Four: Mary's Universal Mediation

From her divine maternity and her fullness of grace arises Mary's function of
universal Mediatrix, a title given to her by tradition, and now consecrated by a feast
of the Church universal.

Two special reasons underlie this title. First, by satisfaction and merit she
cooperated with the sacrifice of the cross, and this is her ascending mediation.
Second, and this is her descending mediation, by interceding she obtains and
distributes all graces which we receive.

How did she cooperate with the sacrifice of the cross? By giving to God, with great
pain and great love, the life of her adorable Son, whom she loved more than her life.
Could this act of hers satisfy God in strict justice? No, only our Savior's act could do
that. Yet Mary's satisfaction was a claim, not of strict justice, but of loving
friendship, [886] which has given her the title of co-redemptrix, in the sense that
with, by, and in Christ she redeemed the human race. [887].

Hence whatever Christ on the cross merited in strict justice, Mary too merited by the
claim of appropriateness, founded on her friendship with God. This doctrine, now
common, is sanctioned by Pius X: [888] Mary merited by appropriateness (de
congruo) what Christ merited by justice (de condigno). Hence she is the chief
administratrix of all grace that God wills to grant.

What is the difference between meriting de condigno and meriting de congruo?
Merit in these two lines, says St. Thomas, [889] is used analogically, merit de
condigno meaning a claim founded on justice, and merit de congruo meaning a
claim founded on the friendship of charity. But in Mary's case this merit means
congruousness in the strict sense [890] and hence is still merit in the proper sense of
the word, which presupposes the state of grace. We do indeed speak of the prayers
of a man in mortal sin as meritorious, but the merit in this case, being founded, not
on divine friendship, but solely on God's mercy, is merit only in an improper,
metaphorical sense. Between merit de condigno (Christ's merit) and merit proprie de
congruo (Mary's merit) there is the analogy of proper proportionality, and in each
case merit in the proper sense, whereas, in the third case, that of a sinner who prays,
there is merit only by metaphorical analogy.

Mary performs her function as universal Mediatrix by intercession. This doctrine
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expressed by the prayer commonly addressed to Mary in the liturgy, [891] is
founded on Scripture and tradition. But, granting Mary's intercessory power, can we
hold that she is also a physical cause, an instrumental cause, and not merely moral
cause, of all graces we receive? Many Thomists say Yes. They reason thus: If the
humanity of Jesus is the physical instrumental cause of all our graces, His Mother
too should be an instrumental cause, subordinated, of course, to Him who is her Son
and her God. We do not see that this position can be established with true certitude,
but the principles of St. Thomas on the role of Christ's humanity incline us to accept
it. What is certain is that Mary is the spiritual Mother of all men, that, as co-adjutrix
in the Savior's work of redemption, she merits the title "Mother of divine grace," and
that therefore she pours out graces on all humanity.

Among the authors who have best developed this doctrine we may signalize Blessed
Grignon de Montfort. [892].

Sixth Part: The Sacraments of the Church

With this sixth part we complete the dogmatic section of this synthesis. We give, in
six chapters, the principal Thomistic theses on the sacraments.

1. The sacraments in general.
2. Transubstantiation.

3. The Sacrifice of the Mass.

4. Attrition and contrition.

5. The reviviscence of merits.
6. The treatise on the Church.

Chapter 38: The Sacraments In General

The precision given by St. Thomas to sacramental doctrine is best seen on three
important points:

a) the efficacious causality of the sacraments.
b) their matter and form.
¢) their raison d'etre.

The sacraments of the New Law are efficacious signs, which produce grace of
themselves (ex opere operato): by a causality that is physical and instrumental. [893]
In the sacraments, he says, [894] there is an instrumental power which produces the
sacramental effect. Again: [895] The principal efficient cause of grace is God
Himself, who has, as conjoined instrument, [896] the humanity of Christ, and, as
separated instrument, [897] the sacrament itself. These texts, in themselves and in
their context, are entirely clear, and all Thomists, Melchior Cano excepted, hold that
the sacraments are physical, instrumental causes of grace. The word itself,
"physical," is not, it is true, in the text of St. Thomas, but "instrumental” in his mind
means real causality which is distinct from the moral order.

St. Thomas applies to the sacraments analogically the theory of matter and form,
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giving precision to the teaching of William of Auxerre and Alexander of Hales. We
see, in fact, an analogy, in the order of signification, between sacramental words and
form. As form determines matter, so the sacramental words determine the
signification of the sacramental thing, for example, the baptismal ablution. Thus
absolution is the form of penance, which has as matter the exterior acts of the
penitent. As regards matrimony (the question is subject to discussion) the consent of
the two parties contain both matter and form. [898] In this manner of speaking, we
have an analogy of proportionality which, though it must not be forced but should
remain supple and elastic, is still a legitimate form of expression, founded on reality.

What is it that specifically distinguishes one sacrament from all others? Its specific
effect. Each sacrament is essentially related to this effect. And Christ is the author of
the sacrament by manifesting His will for a sensible sign to produce a particular and
special effect. To be author He need not have Himself determined matter and form.

Why are there seven sacraments? St. Thomas, to show the appropriateness of this
number, appeals to the analogy between life natural and life supernatural. [899] In
the order of natural life, man must first receive life, then grow, then maintain life,
and, at need, be cured, and re-established. These same needs are found in the
supernatural order. To meet these needs, we have, in order, the corresponding
sacraments: baptism, confirmation, the Eucharist, penance, and extreme unction.
Then, in the social order, man needs to be prepared, first for the propagation of the
race, to which corresponds the sacrament of matrimony, secondly, for public office,
to which corresponds the sacrament of orders.

The following chapters will emphasize the most important points of the teaching of
St. Thomas, especially on transubstantiation, on the Sacrifice of the Mass, and the
difference between attrition and contrition.

Chapter 39: Transubstantiation

Transubstantiation [900] is the change of the whole substance of bread into the body
of Christ and of the whole substance of wine into the blood of Christ. This truth is
indispensable in explaining the Real Presence. If the glorious and impassible body
of Christ does not cease to be in heaven, it cannot become present under the species
of the bread and the wine by an adductive action which would make that body
descend from heaven to each host consecrated. Hence, if the body of Christ Himself
is not subject of the change, He cannot become really present except by the change
into Him of the substances of bread and wine. Briefly, if a body becomes present
there where before it was not, then, by the principle of identity, this body must
undergo a change of place, or then another body must be changed into it. To
illustrate. A pillar, remaining immovable, which was at my right, cannot be at my
left unless I have changed in my relation to it. Again: If in a house where there was
no fire we now find a fire, that fire either must have been brought there or produced
there. [901].

By this change, then, of the substance of the bread into the body of Christ, this body,
itself remaining unchanged, becomes really present under the accidents of the bread,
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because these accidents lose the real and containing relation they had to the
substance of the bread and they acquire a new, real, and containing relation to the
body of Christ. This new real relation presupposes a real foundation, which is
transubstantiation.

This position granted, St. Thomas draws therefrom all other Eucharistic truths,
particularly in regard to the Real Presence, and the Eucharistic accidents. He is
faithful to the principle of economy which tells us to explain facts without useless
multiplication of causes.

This doctrine of St. Thomas is not admitted by Scotus, who explains the Real
Presence by annihilation of the substance of the bread and adduction of the
substance of Christ's body. [902] Many other theologians, [903] following him in
part, speak of an "adductive transubstantiation." Speaking thus, they no longer
preserve the proper meaning of the words "conversion" and "transubstantiation,"
words used in conciliar decrees. To speak of transubstantiation as adductive is to
deny the conversion of one substance into another, and to affirm the substitution of
one for the other.

Further, what is the meaning of "adduction," if Christ's impassible body remains in
heaven? Christ's body, Thomists repeat St. Thomas, does not become present by any
change in itself, local, quantitative, qualitative, or substantial. Hence the real
presence of that body has no other explanation than the substantial change of the
bread into that body.

But can we, with Suarez, say that transubstantiation is quasi-reproductive of Christ's
body? No, because that body is in heaven as it was before, neither multiplied nor
changed. It is numerically the same glorified body which is in heaven and in the
Eucharist. Gonet and Billuart, who indulge somewhat in the terminology of Suarez,
nevertheless teach, like other Thomists, that transubstantiation is a substantial
change in the proper sense of the word. "Thus it comes," says the Catechism of the
Council of Trent, [904] "that the entire substance of the bread is by divine power
changed into the entire substance of Christ's body without any mutation in our
Lord."

Which view is verified in the sacramental formula: This is My body? This formula
most certainly expresses neither annihilation nor adduction, whereas, by being
causatively true, it does express conversion of the entire substance of the bread into
the substance of Christ's body. Besides, annihilation does not include adduction, nor
the inverse. And the Council of Trent [905] speaks not of two divine interventions,
distinct and independent, but of one intervention only, by which the entire substance
of the bread is changed into Christ's body, and the entire substance of the wine is
changed into Christ's blood. And this change, the Council adds, is rightly called
transubstantiation.

In what precisely does transubstantiation terminate? Cajetan, [906] followed by
Thomists generally, gives answer by this formula: That which was bread is now
Christ's body, not Christ's body taken absolutely, as it existed before
transubstantiation, but Christ's body as terminus of this transubstantiated bread.
[907] More explicitly, transubstantiation terminates in this, that what was the
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substance of bread is now the body of Christ.

Is transubstantiation an instantaneous process? Yes, one and the same indivisible
instant terminates the existence of the bread [908] and initiates Christ's existence
under the species of bread. [909].

How is transubstantiation possible? St. Thomas [910] has recourse to the Creator's
immediate power over created being as being. If God can produce the whole
creation from nothing, He can also change the entity of one thing into that of
another. Whereas in a substantial mutation there is a subject (prime matter) which
remains under the two successive forms, here in transubstantiation there is no
permanent subject, but the whole substance of bread, matter and form, is changed
into that of Christ's body. [911] These formulas reappear in the Council of Trent.
[912].

Let us note some consequences of this doctrine. Christ's body is in the Eucharist, not
as in a place but in the manner of substance. [913] The quantity of Christ's body is
also really present in the Eucharist, but again, in the manner of substance, that is, by
its relation, not to place, but to its own substance, since it is present, not by local
adduction, but only by a change exclusively substantial. Thus we see too that it is
numerically the same body which, without division or distance, is simultaneously in
heaven and in the Eucharist, because it is present in the Eucharist illocally, in the
manner of substance, in an order superior to the order of space.

By this same line of reasoning St. Thomas [914] explains the Eucharistic accidents,
as existing without any subject of inhesion. All other Eucharistic theses are simply
corollaries from his teaching on transubstantiation. The principle of economy could
not be better exemplified. We cannot say the same of the theories which have been
substituted for that of St. Thomas. They are complicated, factitious, useless. They
proceed by a quasi-mechanical juxtaposition of arguments, instead of having an
organic unity, which presupposes as source one mother-idea. Here again we see the
wonderful power of the Thomistic synthesis.

Chapter 40: The Sacrifice Of The Mass [915]

What is the essence of the Sacrifice of the Mass? This question was posed in one
manner in the time of St. Thomas, and in another manner after the appearance of
Protestantism. Yet in his very first article the saint formulates the objection which
will be developed by Protestantism.

1. In the thirteenth century the question was generally posed in these terms: Is Christ
immolated in this sacrament? And the answer commonly given is that of Peter
Lombard, which is based on these words of St. Augustine: [916] Christ was
immolated once in Himself, and yet He is daily immolated in the sacrament. The
words "in the sacrament" were explained as meaning: He is immolated
sacramentally, not, as on the cross, physically. Hence in the Mass there is an
immolation, not a physical immolation of Christ's body, for that body is now
glorified and impassible, but a sacramental immolation. This language had been
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familiar to the Church Fathers. [917] It is repeated by Peter Lombard, [918] and by
his commentators, notably by St. Bonaventure and St. Albert the Great. [919] The
explanation of St. Thomas [920] runs as follows: In two ways this sacrament is the
immolation of Christ. First because, in the words of Augustine, [921] "we are
accustomed to name an image by the name of the thing of which it is the image."
Now this sacrament, as said above, [922] is an image of the passion of Christ, which
was a true immolation..

Secondly by efficient causality, because this sacrament makes us participators in the
fruits of our Lord's passion.

On the nature of this sacramental immolation the saint [923] speaks thus: As on the
cross Christ's body and blood were separated physically, thus, in the Mass, by the
double consecration, they are separated sacramentally. Thus, the substance of the
bread having been changed into Christ's body and that of the wine into His blood,
Christ is really present on the altar in the state of death, His blood being shed, not
physically, but sacramentally, even while, by concomitance, His body is under the
species of wine and His blood under the species of bread.

2. When Protestantism denied that the Mass is a true sacrifice, Catholic theologians,
instead of asking, "Is Christ immolated in this sacrament? " began to pose the
question in this form: "Is the Mass a true sacrifice, or only a memorial of the
sacrifice on the cross?"

But we must note here that St. Thomas had anticipated the Protestant objection. He
[924] formulates it thus: Christ's immolation was made on the cross, whereon He
"delivered Himself as offering and victim, an odor of sweetness unto God." [925]
But in the mystery of the Mass, Christ is not crucified. Hence neither is He
immolated. To this objection he replies that, although we do not have in the Mass
the bloody immolation of the cross, we do have, by Christ's real presence, a real
immolation, commemorative of that on the cross.

The objection itself, however, under various forms, is reasserted as truth by Luther,
by Calvin, by Zwingli. The last says: [926] Christ was slain once only, and once
only was His blood shed. Hence He was offered in sacrifice only once.

Let us notice the assumption which underlies this argument. Any true sacrifice
includes essentially a physical immolation of the victim, whereas, in the Mass, there
can be no physical immolation of His body which is now glorified and impassible.
The Council of Trent, [927] recalling the doctrine of the Fathers and of the
theologians of the thirteenth century, notably St. Thomas, answers that the unbloody
immolation, the sacramental immolation of the Mass, is a true sacrifice.

Is real, physical immolation of the victim an essential element of sacrifice? In a
bloody sacrifice, yes. But there can be, and is in the Mass, an unbloody sacramental
immolation, which represents the bloody immolation of the cross and gives its fruits
to us. This answer of St. Thomas [928] is repeated by the great Thomists. Thus
Cajetan [929] says: This unbloody mode, under the species of bread and wine, re-
presents, sacrificially, Christ who was offered on the cross. Similarly, John of St.
Thomas: [930] The essence of the Eucharistic sacrifice consists in the consecration,
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taken, not absolutely, but as sacramentally and mystically, separative of the blood
from the body. On the cross the sacrifice consisted in the real and physical
separation of Christ's blood from His body. The action, therefore, which mystically
and sacramentally separates that blood is the same sacrifice as that on the cross,
differing therefrom only in its mode, which there was real and physical and here is
sacramental.

The Carmelites of Salamanca [931] teach the same doctrine. But they add a
modification which is not admitted by all Thomists, viz.: Reception of the sacrament
by the priest belongs to the essence of this sacrifice. Many other Thomists hold that
the priest's Communion (which destroys, not Christ's body, but only the Eucharistic
species) belongs not to the essence, but only to the integrity of the sacrifice. But
whatever may be the truth on this last point, the Salmanticenses hold that this double
consecration constitutes a true immolation, not physical, but sacramental. Bossuet
[932] has the same doctrine. And this thesis, which seems to us the true expression
of the thought of St. Thomas, is reproduced, not only by the majority of living
Thomists, but also by other contemporary theologians. [933].

Some Thomists, [934] however, under the influence, it seems, of Suarez, wish to
find in the double consecration a physical immolation. Then, since they must
recognize that only the substance of the bread and that of the wine undergo a real
physical change, and that these are not the thing offered in sacrifice, they are led to
admit, with Lessius, a virtual immolation of Christ's body. This virtual immolation is
thus explained: In virtue of the words of consecration the body of Christ would be
really and physically separated from His blood, did it not remain united by
concomitance, from the fact that Christ's body is now glorified and impassible. This
innovation is not a happy one, because this virtual immolation is not in fact real and
physical, it remains solely mystic and sacramental. Besides, what it would virtually
renew would be the act by which Christ was put to death. But this act, says St.
Thomas, [935] was not a sacrifice, but a crime, which therefore is not to be renewed,
either physically or virtually.

The only immolation which we have in the Mass, therefore, is the sacramental
immolation, the sacramental separation, by the double consecration, of His blood
from His body, whereby His blood is shed sacramentally.

But is this sacramental immolation sufficient to make the Mass a true sacrifice? Yes,
for two reasons: first because exterior immolation, in sacrifice of any kind, is always
in the order of sign, [936] of signification: secondly because the Eucharist is
simultaneously sacrifice and sacrament.

First then, even where there is no physical immolation, we can still have a true
sacrifice, if we have an equivalent immolation, above all if we have an immolation
which is necessarily the sign, the signification, the re-presentation of a bloody
immolation of the past. The reason is as we have said, that exterior immolation is
effective only so far as it is a sign, an expression of the interior immolation, of the
"contrite and humbled heart," and that without this interior immolation, the exterior
is valueless, is like the sacrifice of Cain, a mere shadow and show. The visible
sacrifice, says St. Augustine, [937] is the sacrament, the sacred sign, of the invisible
sacrifice.
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Even in the bloody sacrifice, the exterior immolation is required, not as physical
death (this condition is required to make the animal fit for eating) but as the sign of
oblation, adoration, contrition, without which the slaughter of the animal has no
religious meaning, no religious value.

This position granted, we see that the Mass is a true sacrifice, without being bloody
in its mode, even if the immolation is only sacramental, in the order of a sign
signifying something that is now impossible, namely, the physical separation of
Christ's blood from His impassible body. Yet this sacramental immolation is the
sign, is essentially the memorial and representative sign, of the bloody immolation
on Calvary, an effective sign, which makes us sharers in the fruits of that bloody
immolation, since the Eucharist contains the Christ who has suffered. [938] Again,
this immolation in the Mass of the Word made flesh, though it is only sacramental,
is, as sign, as expression, of reparative adoration, much more expressive than all the
victims of the Old Testament. St. Augustine and St. Thomas [939] demanded only
this sacramental immolation to make the Mass a true sacrifice.

A second reason for this doctrine, as we said above, lies in the character of the
Eucharist as being simultaneously sacrament and sacrifice. Hence we are not
surprised that the exterior immolation involved should be, not physical, but
sacramental.

But it does not follow that the Mass is a mere oblation. St. Thomas [940] writes: We
have a sacrifice in the proper sense only when something is done to the thing offered
to God, as when animals were killed and burned, or bread was broken and eaten and
blessed. The very word gives us this meaning, because sacrificium [941] is used of
man doing something sacred. But the word "oblation" is used directly of a thing
which unchanged is offered to God, as when money or loaves are laid unchanged on
the altar, Hence, though every sacrifice is an oblation, not every oblation is a
sacrifice.

In the Mass, then, we have, not a mere oblation, but a true sacrifice, because the
thing offered undergoes a change; the double transubstantiation, namely, which is
the necessary prerequisite for the Real Presence and the indispensable substratum of
the sacramental immolation.

3. St. Thomas insists on another capital point of doctrine: The principal priest who
actually offers the Mass is Christ Himself, of whom the celebrant is but the
instrumental minister, a minister who at the moment of consecration does not speak
in his own name, nor even precisely in the name of the Church, [942] but in the
name of the Savior "always living to intercede for us." [943].

Let us hear some further texts of St. Thomas. This sacrament is so elevated that it
must be accomplished by Christ in person. [944] And again: In the prayers of the
Mass the priest indeed speaks in the person of the Church, which is the Eucharistic
unity; but in the sacramental consecration he speaks in the person of Christ, whom
by the power of ordination he represents. [945] When he baptizes, he says "I baptize
thee": when he absolves, he says "I absolve thee"; but when he consecrates, he says,
not "I consecrate this bread," but, "This is My body." [946] And when he says "Hoc
est corpus meum,” he does not say these words as mere historical statement, but as
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efficient formula which produces what it signifies, transubstantiation, namely, and
the Real Presence. But it is Christ Himself who, by the voice and ministry of the
celebrant, performs this substantiating consecration, which is always valid, however
personally unworthy the celebrant may be. [947].

Is it then sufficient to say [948] that Christ offers each Mass, not actually, but only
virtually, by having instituted the sacrifice and commanded its renewal to the end of
the world? This doctrine, from the Thomistic viewpoint, depreciates the role of
Christ. Christ Himself it is who offers actually each Mass. Even if the priest, the
instrumental minister, should be distracted and have at the moment only a virtual
intention, Christ, the one high priest, the principal cause, wills actually, here and
now, this transubstantiating consecration. And further, Christ's humanity, as
conjoined to His divinity, is the physically instrumental cause of the twofold
transubstantiation. [949].

It is in this sense that Thomists, together with the great majority of theologians,
understand the following words of the Council of Trent: "In the two sacrifices there
is one and the same victim, one and the same priest, who then on the cross offered
Himself, and who now, by the instrumentality of His priests, offers Himself anew,
the two sacrifices differing only in their mode." [950].

Substantially, then, the Sacrifice of the Mass does not differ from the sacrifice of the
cross, since in each we have, not only the same victim, but also the same priest who
does the actual offering, though the mode of the immolation differs, one being
bloody and physical, the other non-bloody and sacramental. Hence Christ's act of
offering the Mass, while it is neither dolorous nor meritorious (since He is no longer
viator): is still an act of reparative adoration, of intercession, of thanksgiving, is still
the ever-loving action of His heart, is still the soul of the Sacrifice of the Mass. This
view stands out clearly in the saint's commentaries on St. Paul, [951] particularly in
his insistence on Christ's ever-living intercession. Christ also now, in heaven, says
Gonet, [952] prays in the true and proper sense (by intercession): begging divine
benefits for us. And His special act of intercession is the act by which, as chief priest
of each Mass, He intercedes for us. Thus the interior oblation, always living in
Christ's heart, is the very soul of the Sacrifice of the Mass; it arouses and binds to
itself the interior oblation of the celebrant and of the faithful united to the celebrant.
Such is, beyond doubt, the often repeated doctrine of St. Thomas and his school.
[953].

Each Mass, finally, has a value that is simply infinite. This position is defended by
the greatest Thomists against Durandus and Scotus. [954] This value arises from the
sublimity both of the victim and of the chief priest, since, substantially, the Sacrifice
of the Mass is identified with that on the cross, though the mode of immolation is no
longer bloody but sacramental. The unworthiness of the human minister, however
great, cannot, says the Council of Trent, reduce this infinite value. Hence one sole
Mass can be as profitable for ten thousand persons well disposed as it would be for
one, just as the sun can as easily give light and warmth to ten thousand men as to
one. Those who object 41 have lost sight, both of the objective infinity which
belongs to the victim offered, and of the personal infinity which belongs to the chief
priest.
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Chapter 41: Attrition And Contrition [955]

Contrition in general, whether perfect or imperfect, is thus defined by the Council of
Trent: "Inward and dolorous detestation of sin, with proposal not to sin again." [956]
Perfect contrition proceeds from charity, whereas attrition, imperfect contrition,
exists in a soul which is still in the state of sin. Hence arises a difficult problem:
How can attrition be supernatural, and how is it related to the love of God?

1. Two extremes are to be avoided: laxism and Jansenism. The laxists maintained as
probable the statement that attrition, if it is naturally good, united with sacramental
absolution, suffices for justification. [957] The Jansenists, on the contrary, seeing no
medium between cupidity and charity, [958] said that the attrition which is not
accompanied by benevolent love toward God is not supernatural. [959] In this view,
attrition seems to include an initial act of charity and hence, though it includes the
intention of receiving the sacrament of penance, nevertheless justifies the penitent
before he actually receives absolution.

We are, then, to show that attrition without charity is still good, that it can be
supernatural, and thus suffices for the fruitful reception of sacramental absolution.

The Thomistic teaching on this point is expounded by Cajetan. [960] He says [961]
that attrition is a contritio informis, which, by reason of an initial love of God,
already detests sin as an offense against God.

What qualities, then, must attrition have if absolution is to be fruitful? Is the attrition
inspired simply by fear of God's judgments [962] sufficient? Or must it include also
love of God, and if so, what kind?

First, we must say against the laxists that the attrition which is only naturally good,
[963] but not supernatural, is not sufficient, even when united with sacramental
absolution, because this act, remaining in the natural order, is neither itself a salutary
act nor even a disposition to supernatural justification. Much less is it a meritorious
act since merit presupposes the state of grace. Further, it cannot include even the
smallest act of charity, since, if it did, it would justify the penitent even before he
receives absolution.

2. The difficulty lies in finding a middle ground between cupidity and charity, to use
Augustine's terms. Now there is no middle ground between the state of mortal sin,
the state of cupidity, the unregulated love of self, and the state of grace which is
inseparable from charity. How, then, can we find in a person who is in the state of
mortal sin, an act which is not only naturally good, ethically good, but also salutary,
even though not meritorious?

All theologians admit and the Church has defined that the state of mortal sin does
not prevent the sinner from having "uninformed" acts of faith and hope, which acts
are personally supernatural and salutary, although not meritorious. Hence attrition
also which presupposes these acts of faith and hope, [964] may also be salutary
without being meritorious.
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3. Must we go a step further? Must we admit that this salutary attrition, which
disposes us for sacramental justification, implies also an initial benevolent love of
God, which nevertheless is not an act of charity, however small? The Thomists
above cited say Yes. That attrition which suffices as disposition for the sacrament of
penance, thus the Salmanticenses, [965] necessarily implies some love for God, the
fountain of justice. And the Council of Trent, speaking of adults preparing for
baptism, after mentioning their acts of faith, fear, and hope, continues thus: "They
begin to love God as the source of all justice, and thus are moved to hate and detest
their sins." [966] Now it is true that the Council in another text [967] where it treats
of the difference between attrition and contrition, does not mention this act of love
for God as the author of all justice. The reason probably is that the Council wishes to
leave open a question disputed among theologians, but does not in any way modify
the affirmation cited above. [968].

‘Further, the Thomists we have cited add the following theological argument.
Attrition, according to the Council, [969] contains detestation of the sin committed.
Now this detestation of sin, of an offense against God, can simply not exist without
an initial benevolent love for God as the source of justice. Why not? Because love is
the very first of the acts of the will, and hence must precede hate or detestation. A
man can detest injustice only because he loves justice, hence he can detest an injury
done to God only because he already loves God as the source of justice. This
argument is solid. Only he can detest a lie who already loves truth. Only he can
detest the evil of sin who loves the good opposed to that evil.

This is surely the thought of St. Thomas, [970] when he says that penance detests sin
as an offense against God supremely lovable. But, for justification, the sinner must
have an act of true penance. Hence attrition, in the mind of St. Thomas, must include
some initial love of benevolence for God as the author of all justice.

But then, so runs an objection, this initial benevolent love must be itself an imperfect
act of charity, and hence would justify the penitent before absolution. The Thomists
cited reply thus: No, this initial love of benevolence is not an act of charity, because
charity includes, not merely mutual benevolence between God and man, but also a
convictus a common life with God which exists only by man's possession of
sanctifying and habitual grace, the root of infused charity. Charity, says St. Thomas,
[971] is a friendship which presupposes, not merely mutual benevolence, but a
habitual convictus, [972] a communion of life. Between two men who, living far
apart, know each other only by hearsay, there can exist a reciprocal benevolence, but
not as yet friendship. Now this common life between God and man begins only
when man receives that participation in the divine life which we call habitual grace,
the root of charity, the seed-corn of glory. [973] But attrition, as distinguished from
contrition, does not give man the state of grace.

Cajetan's description of attrition is based on a profound study of St. Thomas. It runs
thus: "In the line of contrition comes first an imperfect contrition (not yet informed
by charity) which is displeasure against sin as the most hateful of things, together
with a proposal to avoid and shun sin as of all things most to be shunned, the
displeasure and the proposal arising from a love of God as of all things the most
lovable." [974] This description tallies with that initial love of benevolence for God
which we gave above from the Council of Trent. [975] God Himself, by actual
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grace, leads us to attrition, to this initial love of Himself, before He justifies us by
sacramental absolution. Sin, as the best Thomists have ever insisted, is not merely an
evil of the soul, but essentially and primarily an offense against God, and we cannot
detest this offense without an initial love of God as source of all justice, without that
initial love of benevolence which is the previous disposition for that common life
with God which presupposes charity.

Chapter 42: The Reviviscence Of Merit

We will dwell here on the chief difference between the doctrine of St. Thomas and
that of many modern theologians, inspired less by him than by Suarez. On the fact of
the reviviscence of merits, there is no controversy, since the definitions of Trent
[976] imply this truth. The controversy is concerned with the manner and mode of
this reviviscence.

Suarez [977] maintains, and with him many modern theologians, that all past merits
revive in equal degree as soon as the penitent is justified by absolution, even though
his attrition is barely sufficient to let the sacrament have its effect. If we represent
his merits, for example, by five talents of charity, then under absolution, even if
attrition is just sufficient, he recovers not only the state of grace, but the same degree
of grace, the five talents which he had lost. The reason given by Suarez is that these
merits remain in God's sight and acceptance, and since their effect, even as regards
essential glory, is only impeded by the presence of mortal sin, they must revive in
the same degree as soon as that impediment is removed.

St. Thomas, [978] and with him many ancient theologians, expresses himself in
fashion notably different. The principle which he often invokes in his treatise on
grace, and explains also elsewhere, [979] runs thus: Grace is a perfection, and each
perfection is received in a manner more perfect or less according to the present
disposition of the subject. Hence in proportion to the intensity of his disposition,
attrition or contrition, the penitent receives grace, and his merits revive, sometimes
with a higher degree of grace, as probably did St. Peter after his denial, sometimes
with an equal degree, and sometimes with a lower degree.

The question is important, and the answer must be sought in what is true, not in
what may seem to be more consoling. It is particularly important in the spiritual life.
If an advanced soul commits a grave sin, it cannot again begin its ascent at the point
where it fell, unless it has a really fervent contrition which brings back the same
degree of grace as that which it lost, and must otherwise recommence its climb at a
point possibly much lower. Such at least is the thought of many older theologians,
notably of St. Thomas. We will quote here a passage [980] which seems to have
been in some measure forgotten.

It is clear that forms which can be received in varying degrees owe their actual
degree, as we have said above, [981] to the varying dispositions of the receiving
subject. Hence the penitent receives grace in a higher degree or in a lower degree,
proportionate to the intensity or to the remissness of his free will against sin. Now
this intensity of the will is sometimes proportioned to a higher degree of grace than



