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Abstract

This thesis focuses on St. Thomas Aquinas’s understanding of the justice of the cross. In
particular, it explores the following question: In what sense is the justice of the cross just? This
interpretive task is pursued against the backdrop of Augustine’s soteriology and Aquinas’s
appropriation of Anselm’s theory of satisfaction and Aristotelian metaphysics.

It is argued that, for Aquinas, the justice of the cross is a reconciling and therefore
restorative justice. St. Thomas demonstrates that Christ’s offering of an amendment for our
wrongdoing (restoration of due order) is not a matter of retributive justice but of fittingly asking
and being given pardon (reconciliation of personal relationship). Aquinas conceives the justice of
the cross in terms of Christ’s satisfaction: a meritorious act of vicarious penance, which proceeds
from supernatural charity, understood as friendship. By virtue of sharing in both the ratio poenae
and ratio caritatis, Aquinas’s notion of Christ’s vicarious satisfaction provides a speculative
underpinning to Augustine’s claim that charity is the beginning and the end of justice. The just
due which satisfaction upholds is measured against the rectitude/charity of the wills involved:
God’s immutable love for human beings, Christ’s antecedent willingness to vicariously suffer for

his friends, and the sinner’s willingness to be conformed and assimilated to Christ in charity.
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Introduction

Christus liberavit nos a peccatis nostris praecipue per suam passionem, non solum
efficienter et meritorie, sed etiam satisfactorie.

—St. Thomas Aquinas!

St. Paul taught that we preach Christ crucified, a stumbling block and foolishness to those who
follow, not the wisdom of God, but the wisdom of the world. While the wisdom of the world—
and its caesars—place confidence in the power of the sword or gold, the wisdom of God trusts in
the power of the cross. It is Christ crucified and risen who is the power and wisdom of God, and
the good news of salvation. It is those who have the mind/meaning of Christ (nous Christou)—
the pneumatikoi who receive the Spirit of God in freedom and love—who are truly wise and will
inherit the reign of God.

In the Augustinian-Thomist tradition, Paul’s distinction between the two types of wisdom
and power is tacitly transposed to articulate two different contexts of justice or rightness of
order: the justice of retribution and the justice of redemption. Namely, St. Augustine transposes
the dialectic between the two kinds of wisdom/power from the biblical context into the context
of late antiquity and patristic thought. In his De Trinitate, this dialectic is re-articulated as a
soteriological motif “justice over power”: contrary to the enticements of the devil who is a proud
mediator of death, Christ—the humble mediator of life—manifests divine choice to restore the
fallen order through subordinating divine judicial justice (justice in power) to the higher justice

revealed on the cross (justice in humble love).? In Augustine’s reading, charity is the beginning

! Summa Theologiae 111.62.5c¢ (hereafter ST in the footnotes and Summa in the main text). The English
translation of Aquinas’s works in this chapter closely follows the digital works of St. Thomas Aquinas available at
https://dhspriory.org/thomas/summa/ (accessed on 1/12/2019); translation is lightly modified and other editions are
consulted as needed. If available, the Latin text is quoted from ibid., otherwise from
http://www.corpusthomisticum.org. In all citations of S7, the numbers indicate part, question, and article. In the
footnotes of this thesis, Aquinas’s name is omitted when quoting his works.

2 In its basic form, this is expressed in Augustine’s “non autem diabolus potentia dei sed iustitia superandus
fuit”; see trin. 13.17 (CCL 50A: 404.1-2). See also /ib. 3.10.31, trin. 4.12.15-13.18; 13.10.13-18.23; Jo. eu. tr. 36.4.
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and the end of justice, conceived as interiorly and exteriorly ordered love, caritas ordinata et
ordinans, and as uera pietas.> As re-contextualized in Augustine’s De ciuitate Dei—a
theological reflection prompted by the historical experience of Alaric’s sack of Rome—
Augustine’s re-articulation of Paul’s dialectic focuses on the pride-power or libido dominandi
over against Christ’s humble love that restores the fallen order.*

St. Thomas takes over and develops St. Paul’s and St. Augustine’s line of thought that a
fitting remedy to the problem of a dis-ordered love is a re-ordering and (re-)ordered love, not
coercive power. Aquinas transposes Augustine’s soteriological motif “justice/love over power”
into the theoretical-metaphysical context of medieval Scholasticism. As for St. Augustine, so for
St. Thomas, the justice of the cross is not the justice of the judge.® However, Aquinas does not
explicitly specify how we should conceive the justice of the cross.® The work of piecing evidence
together and relating St. Thomas’s understanding of the justice of the cross to his overall

systematic framework, and to his understanding of justice, still needs to be carried out.

The Latin text here follows Corpus Christianorum Series Latina (CCL), quoted from Corpus Augustinianum
Gissense, ed. Cornelius P. Mayer (Charlottesville, VA: InteLex Corporation, 2014), Electronic Edition. The English
translation of Augustine’s works has been consulted at The Works of Saint Augustine: A Translation for the 21st
Century (WSA), 4" release (New York: New City Press, 1990-2014), Parts I-111, vols. 1-41 (Charlottesville,
Virginia, USA: InteLex Corporation, 2014), Electronic Edition.

3 See St. Augustine, trin. 8.6-12; nat. et gr. 70.84; ciu. 19.13-21; lib. arb. 1.15; doctr. chr. 1.39-44.

4Tt is pride, for Augustine, that incites the members of the earthly city to seek dominion over others, by
which they themselves get enslaved to the very lust for domination, libido dominandi. See ciu. 1 praef. (CCL 47:
1.20-22): “...de terrena ciuitate, quae cum dominari adpetit, etsi populi seruiant, ipsa ei dominandi libido
dominatur, non est praetereundum silentio...” See also ciu. 1.30, 3.14, 14.15, 14.28. Furthermore, throughout ciu.,
Augustine contrasts Roman amor laudis humanae with Christian amor ueritatis, and the parallel conflict between
cupiditas gloriae and dilectio iustitiae (see ciu. 1.19, 5.14, 5.19, 5.20, 5.26, 17.4). Augustine develops this theme in
the Confessions, showing that pride reduces the pursuit of excellence to the pursuit of prestige (conf. 1.28-29; 3.5).

> See, e.g., ST111.46.2 ad 3. This interpretation, further substantiated in the following pages, is indebted to
Bernard J. F. Lonergan. He, among other things, develops St. Thomas’s soteriology by making fully explicit two
distinct contexts in which Christ’s cross might be interpreted: the context of penal substitution and the context of
vicarious satisfaction. These two contexts correspond to two basic scenarios of interpreting the justice of the cross as
the justice of the divine judge (especially characteristic of some Calvinist Protestant theologies) or a kind of
redemptive justice. See Bernard J. F. Lonergan, The Redemption, ed. Robert M. Doran, H. Daniel Monsour, and
Jeremy D. Wilkins, trans. Michael G. Shields, Collected Works 9 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2018), esp.
Thesis 16 of De Verbo Incarnato and Ch. 4 art. 25 of the Supplement.

® This is partly accounted for by the fact that his opus magnum, Summa Theologiae, remained unfinished.
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In light of the foregoing, the basic question of this thesis is: How does St. Thomas
Aquinas conceive the justice of the cross? In particular, in what sense is the justice of the cross
just? Correspondingly, the main aim is to clarify how Augustine’s “justice/love over power”
motif is transposed into a theoretically differentiated context of St. Thomas’ soteriology.’
Pursuing this interpretive task of Aquinas’s refinements and transformations includes taking
heed of his appropriation of Aristotelian metaphysics, his theoretical distinction of natural and
supernatural orders, and his integration of Anselm’s theory of satisfaction elaborated in Cur
Deus homo (1094-1098).8

The main thesis of this work is that, for Aquinas, the justice of the cross is a reconciling
and therefore restorative justice. In particular, St. Thomas demonstrates that Christ’s offering of
an amendment for our wrongdoing (restoration of due order) is not a matter of retributive justice
but of fittingly asking and being given pardon (reconciliation of personal relationship). Aquinas
conceives the justice of the cross in terms of Christ’s satisfaction: a meritorious act of vicarious
penance, which proceeds from supernatural charity, understood as friendship. By virtue of
sharing in both the ratio poenae and ratio caritatis, Aquinas’s notion of Christ’s vicarious
satisfaction provides a speculative underpinning to Augustine’s claim that charity is the
beginning and the end of justice. The just due which satisfaction upholds is measured against the
rectitude/charity of the wills involved: God’s immutable love for human beings, Christ’s
antecedent willingness to vicariously suffer for his friends, and the sinner’s willingness to be

conformed and assimilated to Christ in charity.

7 With the main focus on St. Thomas’s systematic thought, the instances where he develops the patristic
line of thought in narrative terms here are omitted. To give one example of the latter, in Super Iob, cap. 40, Aquinas
presents a rather exotic counterpart to Gregory of Nyssa’s fishhook and Augustine’s mousetrap images for Christ’s
victory over the devil by using the analogy with the elephant hunt.

8 As we will see briefly, without collapsing punishment into satisfaction, Aquinas provides a nexus between
the two, thus softening Anselm’s disjunction aut satisfactio aut poena.
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To further clarify my main contention, in comparison to Augustine, Aquinas’s
development can be summarized in five moves: (1) Appropriating the theorem of supernatural,
Aquinas distinguishes (without separating) two entitatively disproportionate orders, the natural
and absolutely supernatural. In light of this theorem, the nature of God absolutely exceeds the
proportion of any finite nature, and supernatural charity is entitatively disproportionate to natural
love. As an image of God, however, we are capax dei: we have an open-endedness, a natural
desire for God, which Aquinas conceptualizes as an obediential (receptive) potency for
supernatural elevation by grace, by which, in charity, we partake of God’s own nature. (2)
Aquinas’s appropriation of Aristotelian metaphysics and of the theorem of supernatural yields a
triplex (rather than duplex as in Augustine) division as regards ontology (being, non-being,
privation of being) and human anthropology (nature, sin, grace). (3) Correspondingly, Aquinas
integrates and develops Augustine’s objective and subjective readings of redemption by taking
up Anselm’s notion of restorative justice while shifting from supererogation to supernatural
charity as the principle of Christ’s satisfaction. (4) Furthermore, pace Anselm’s necessitas,
Aquinas reclaims Augustine’s (rather aesthetic) attribution of convenientia to the cross event,
and situates it in relation to the difference between philosophical and theological rationes. (5)
Aquinas’s account, however, mutes Augustine’s “justice over power” as “humility over pride”
dialectic in favor of an internalized “good will over bad will” dialectic. This tends to obscure
Augustine’s (pre-critical) historical perspective where pride is conceived also as libido
dominandi. The displacement of pride from the place of pride, nevertheless, allows for a broader
understanding of the contrariety between power and the economy of salvation.

Attentive to the developments briefly outlined above, this thesis primarily focuses on the

meaning of Christ’s satisfaction in Aquinas and its implications for understanding the justice



and, thereby, the “why” of the cross. The main source for my inquiry is Pars Tertia of the
Summa Theologiae (c. 1265—1274), the text St. Thomas wrote before his ultimate return to God.’
Given the interconnectedness of Aquinas’s treatises, there also are frequent references to other
parts of the same work, especially to the treatises on evil, grace, and the virtues. Some other
works are consulted as needed, especially the following: Aquinas’s early commentary on Peter
Lombard’s Sentences, Scriptum super libros Sententiarum (c.1252—1257); his Summa contra
Gentiles (c.1259-1265); and his late unfinished summary of Christian doctrine, Compendium
Theologiae (c.1265-1274). Since, as has been recently argued, St. Thomas understood himself
primarily as magister in sacra pagina, some of his scriptural commentaries are also considered.'”
The thesis proceeds in three major steps. First, I introduce the notion of satisfaction in
Aquinas, especially, in its relation to Anselm’s theory of satisfaction. Since Aquinas’s
soteriology cannot be sufficiently grasped without recourse to his teaching on the problem of

evil, the second section takes up the latter theme. After grounding my argument in this way, the

% For the historical circumstances and the exact dating of Aquinas’s works, see Jean-Pierre Torrell, Saint
Thomas Aquinas: The Person and His Work, trans. Robert Royal, vol. 1 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 2005); James A. Weisheipl, Friar Thomas D’ Aquino: His Life, Thought, and Works: With
Corrigenda and Addenda (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1983); Marie-Dominique
Chenu, Toward Understanding Saint Thomas, trans. A.M. Landry and D. Hughes (Chicago: Henry Regnery
Company, 1964); cf. Jan. A Aertsen, “Aquinas’s Philosophy in its Historical Setting,” in The Cambridge
Companion to Aquinas, ed. Norman Kretzmann and Eleonore Stump (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1993), 12-37. For a brief introduction to the Summa, see Jean-Pierre Torrell, Aquinas’s Summa: Background,
Structure, and Reception (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005).

10 Already Etienne Gilson has proposed that “the entire theology of St. Thomas is a commentary on the
Bible”; see Les Tribulations de Sophie (Paris: J. Vrin, 1967), 47. On the recent turn to Aquinas’s scriptural
commentaries, see, for instance, Fergus Kerr’s forward to Aquinas on Doctrine: A Critical Introduction, by Thomas
G. Weinandy, Daniel A. Keating, and John Yocum, eds. (New York: T & T Clark International; 2004), ix—xi, at xi;
Daniel A. Keating, “Justification, Sanctification and Divinization in Thomas Aquinas,” ibid., 139-58, at 139;
Thomas Priigl, “Thomas Aquinas as Interpreter of Scripture,” in The Theology of Thomas Aquinas, ed. Rik Van
Nieuwenhove and Joseph P. Wawrykow (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005), 386—415, at 386;
Piotr Roszak and Jorgen Vijgen, “Towards a ‘Biblical Thomism’: Introduction,” in Reading Sacred Scripture with
Thomas Aquinas: Hermeneutical Tools, Theological Questions and New Perspectives (Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols,
2015), vii—xvi, at vii. As Chenu has noted, even in his scriptural exegesis, however, Aquinas looks for reasons and
spontaneously passes from the expositio to the quaestio: “the magister in sacra pagina begets the magister in
theologia” (Toward Understanding St. Thomas, 253). For the present undertaking, of greatest interest are Aquinas’s
Lectura super loannem (c.1270—1272) and his commentaries on the letters of St. Paul (dating very difficult to
establish, possibly 1265-1273).



third section relates Aquinas’s notion of Christ’s satisfaction to his understanding of justice and

charity. Finally, the concluding section reviews the development from Augustine to Aquinas.



1. The Significance of Satisfaction in Aquinas’s Soteriology

Why should the Most High stoop to things so lowly, the Almighty do a thing with such toil?
—St. Anselm!!

While contemporary commentators tend to agree that, together with the notion of merit, the
concept of satisfaction plays a key role in Aquinas’s soteriology,'? there are divergent
interpretations of what St. Thomas means by satisfaction. While those less familiar with Aquinas
still easily opt for reading it in terms of a legalistic transaction,'® contemporary Thomists
emphasize that Christ’s satisfaction is the manifestation of bonitas divina.'* Their interpretations
slightly vary, however, with respect to what, precisely, Christ’s satisfaction accomplishes, and
what Aquinas’s account adds to our understanding of the cross event. In particular, while many
commentators foreground that, according to Aquinas, Christ’s satisfaction proceeds from charity,
the significance of the “justice” aspect in Aquinas’s account of satisfaction does not receive a

uniform evaluation.'® Likewise, the relationship between Aquinas’s notion of Christ’s

' Cf. Anselm of Canterbury, Cur Deus Homo, in The Major Works, ed. Brian Davies and G.R. Evans,
Oxford World’s Classics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 274.

12 Eleonore Stump, for instance, proposes: “Aquinas assigns a number of roles to Christ’s passion and
death; but they can all be subsumed under two general functions, namely, making satisfaction and meriting grace”;
see “Atonement According to Aquinas,” in Michael C. Rea, ed., Oxford Readings in Philosophical Theology (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 267-93, at 270. Likewise, Romanus Cessario contends that, for Aquinas, the
satisfaction of Christ is “the Archimedean point of the new dispensation”; see “Aquinas on Christian Salvation,” in
Aquinas on Doctrine, 117-37, at 126; cf. Cessario, The Godly Image: Christ & Salvation in Catholic Thought from
St. Anselm to Aquinas (Petersham, MA: St. Bede's Publications, 1990), 158-59. Though Rik Van Nieuwenhove does
not explicitly single out satisfaction, he indicates that understanding other soteriological notions in Aquinas, in
particular, Christ’s death as sacrifice and sacrament, “corroborates our understanding of satisfaction”; see “‘Bearing
the Marks of Christ’s Passion’: Aquinas’s Soteriology,” in The Theology of Thomas Aquinas, 277-302, at 293.

13 For example, according to Gerald O’Collins, Aquinas contributed to “a monstrous version of redemption:
Christ as the penal substitute propitiating the divine anger”; see Christology: A Biblical, Historical, and Systematic
Study of Jesus (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 207.

14 For instance, see Cessario, “Aquinas on Christian Salvation,” 118.

15 The role of charity is emphasized, inter alia, by Stump, Cessario, Van Nieuwenhove, and Keating (see
works cited above). They concur that, for Aquinas, satisfaction goes beyond reparation. An explanation of how the
bonitas divina and iustitia divina are related, however, is lacking. As far as I can judge, among contemporary
commentators, Matthew Levering comes closest to something like an explanation when he suggests that “[divine]
justice is rooted in God’s goodness, by which the triune God ... enables creatures to share in the Trinitarian life. It
follows that a sharp contrast between a logic of gift/love and a logic of justice is mistaken”; see “Creation and

7



satisfaction and his understanding of charity as friendship remains largely unexplored or even
downplayed.'®

The lacunae outlined above, at least partly, can be reduced to the insufficient attention
given to Aquinas’s integration of Anselm’s theory with Augustine’s soteriology.!” Furthermore,
even the works which strongly insist that, for Aquinas, Christ’s satisfaction is “the Archimedean
point of the new dispensation,”!® lack explicit textual verification. This first section, therefore,
seeks to demonstrate that Aquinas makes satisfaction the heart of his explanatory account of the
cross event, thus transposing Augustine’s primarily symbolic-narrative apprehension of the
justice of the cross into a post-Anselmian speculative context. Since Anselm’s theory of
satisfaction has often been gravely misinterpreted, to attain a correct judgment of Aquinas’s

development, we begin by considering Anselm’s contribution to soteriology. '

Atonement,” in Locating Atonement: Explorations in Constructive Dogmatics, ed. Oliver Crisp and Fred Sanders
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2017), 43-70, at 59.

16 Commentators on Aquinas’s soteriology typically note that, for Aquinas, sacramental satisfaction (as in
penance) aims at the restoration of our friendship with God (e.g., Cessario, “Christian Salvation,” 132), without
necessarily extending the analogy to Christ’s satisfaction. Some, such as Nathan Lefler, altogether reject such a
possibility: “In general, Thomas does not think of friendship in predominantly christological terms, any more than
he tends to focus on Christ’s character as friend of the Christian soul”; see Theologizing Friendship: How Amicitia
in the Thought of Aelred and Aquinas Inscribes the Scholastic Turn (Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications, 2014),
119. Lefler’s downplaying the link between charity and Christ’s satisfaction might be indicative of a truncated
understanding of Aquinas’s insistence on the coordination between the two divine missions of Incarnate Word and
Holy Spirit.

17 For instance, none of the chapters in a recent book on Aquinas’s Augustinianism is dedicated solely to
Aquinas’s soteriology, albeit two essays engage some of his biblical Christology. See Michael Dauphinais, Barry
David, and Matthew Levering, eds., Aquinas the Augustinian (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America
Press, 2007). This lack of attention perhaps is accounted for by the judgment, expressed by Marie-Dominic Chenu,
that even if “outside of [the capital inherited from Augustine] is impossible to conceive a Saint Thomas,”
Augustine’s influence on Aquinas’s Christology is ultimately moderate (Toward Understanding St. Thomas, 54 and
151).

18 Cessario, “Aquinas on Christian Salvation,” 126. In The Godly Image, Cessario gathers a large amount of
relevant material but refrains from making an explicit argument.

19 In Thesis 16 of De Verbo Incarnato Lonergan offers an in-depth analysis of Anselm’s theory and its
ramifications. The present discussion is indebted to Lonergan’s penetrating insights. See Lonergan, Redemption.
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1.1. Anselm’s Notion of Satisfaction

Though the idea of vicarious suffering is present in the Bible,?® and the notion of satisfaction in
the context of sacramental penance was used in the church since at least the third century, it is
through the influence of Anselm that the vicarious suffering of Christ came to be interpreted as
vicarious satisfaction (etymologically, “to do enough,” satis facere).?! In particular, Anselm’s
Cur Deus homo objectifies Christ’s passion and death in terms of satisfaction to deduce the

29 ¢¢

necessitas et ratio of the Christ event.?? Anselm finds the patristic “recapitulation,” “ransom,”
and “love-demonstration” explanations wanting. In conversation with his imaginary interlocutor
Boso, he argues that “pictures” such as of Adam-Christ typology do not really help
understanding. Nor can he agree that God was required to deal with the devil in terms of justice
before dealing with him in terms of power, for the devil is never outside the domain of divine
power. Moreover, the Christ event cannot be explained just as a demonstration of God’s love, for
God’s love could have been shown in many other ways.?* Anselm might have proceeded to
enumerate reasons why this was the more fitting way to demonstrate God’s love.

However, without a theorem of supernatural, philosophical and theological reasoning are not

distinguished, and instead his mind runs spontaneously to necessary reasons.

20 See, for instance, the Songs of the Suffering Servant in Is 42:1-4; 49:1-6; 50:4—7; 52:13-53:12; cf. Pt
2:20-25; Rom 4:25.

2! The term “vicarious” itself, however, is not used by Anselm. The word is first applied to the satisfaction
of Christ during the nineteenth century. See more in Bernard J. F. Lonergan, “The Redemption,” in Philosophical
and Theological Papers 1958—1964, ed. Robert C. Croken, Frederick E. Crowe, and Robert M. Doran, Collected
Works 6 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996), 6-28, here at 19-21.

22 By “Christ event” here is meant that Anselm seeks the necessary reasons for both Incarnation and
Christ’s passion and death. See Anselm, Cur Deus homo, in Complete Philosophical and Theological Treatises of
Anselm of Canterbury, trans. Jasper Hopkins and Herbert Richardson (Minneapolis, MN: The Arthur J. Banning
Press, 2000), 295-389, esp. §1.1, at 300. Though Anselm’s account aims at proving the necessity of Christ’s
passion, he occasionally also uses the term “fittingness” and conceives this necessity as a kind of a necessity of the
end (see ibid., §2.5, 352; cf. §2.17, 380). Nevertheless, lacking a theoretical apparatus to explain how the
immutability of God’s will is compatible with the created contingency, Anselm ends up affirming the absolute
necessity of Christ’s satisfaction: “it was impossible for the world to be saved in any other way” (ibid., §1.10, 316).

2 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §1.3-10, 302-315. Cf. Lonergan, Redemption, 107.
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In search of these reasons, Anselm proposes that sin offends God’s honor by taking away
that which rightly belongs to God, namely, human obedience.?* This refusal to give God God’s
due incurs debt, which must be paid because God’s will cannot be frustrated. Anselm
distinguishes two contexts in which the sinner is reintegrated into the God-willed order:
voluntarily (by making satisfaction) or involuntarily (by undergoing punishment). “It is
necessary either for the honor that has been removed to be repaid or else for punishment to
result. Otherwise, either God would be not just to himself or else he would not have the power to
do the one or the other—heinous things even to think.”* For Anselm, restoring God’s honor is
equivalent to restoring the harmony of the universe, which demands that those who, under God’s
permissive will, try to avoid God’s directive will, run beneath God’s punitive will.?® 4ut
satisfactio aut poena.?’

The compensation that needs to be paid on the account of offense, furthermore, is always
greater than just giving back what has been taken away. One also needs to make restitution by
paying something more in a way satisfactory to the dishonored person.?® Hence, a condign
satisfaction for sin has to be supererogatory: one has to offer something that is more pleasing to
God than the sin is hateful. Though liable to punishment, a mere human, however, cannot make a

condign satisfaction. First, on account of God’s dignity, the debt incurred even by the smallest of

24 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §1.11. In §1.15 Anselm clarifies that no one can honor or dishonor God as God
is in Godself, but the creature appears to do this when s/he obeys or disobeys God.

25 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §1.13, 322.

26 See Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §1.15, 324; §1.14, 323. In conceiving sin as the disturbance of the beauty
of order, Anselm is very Augustinian. Judging from his correspondence with his old master Lanfranc, Anselm
extensively studied Augustine. According to G. R. Evans, Anselm’s direct debt to Augustine is most evident in
Monologion, but his atonement theory is also influenced by trin. 13; see “Anselm,” in Augustine through the Ages:
An Encyclopedia, ed. Allan Fitzgerald and John C. Cavadini (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 23-24.

27 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §1.15, 324.
28 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §1.11, 319.
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sins is infinite: it “surpasses everything that is less than God.”?’ Second, the creature already
owes everything to God, so no act of repentance could go beyond what is already due. Thus, of
themselves, human beings have only one option: to undergo punishment, that is, death. But God
would not be good or wise, Anselm contends, if God were to destroy humanity. Since only
humans ought to make satisfaction and only God can make it, the solution is a God-man.*’ Being
sinless, Christ does not have to pay the debt of honor for himself. However, in obedience to God,

t*! satisfaction for human sin by

he chooses to make supererogatory and, de facto, superabundan
voluntarily surrendering himself to death.’> The good will of the Son pleases the Father. So does
the gift of his life, for “his life is more lovable than sins are detestable.”** By the Father’s good
pleasure, the merits obtained by Christ are bestowed upon all of humanity.>*

To sum up, Anselm conceives Christ’s satisfaction to be necessary for our salvation
(either Christ pays the debt or we perish in hell), vicarious (Christ suffers for us and for our sins,
and on behalf of us), and voluntary (Christ suffers with perfect willingness). The principle of
Christ’s satisfaction, for Anselm, is supererogation: being sinless, Christ can merit our liberation

from the debt of honor because he has something with which to repay; his death is not already

owed. Though Anselm’s account exhibits a certain ambiguity, the pivotal element in satisfaction

2 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §2.6, 353. See also ibid., §1.20, 338-39; §1.21, 340-41; §1.13, 322.
30 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §2.6 and §2.18.

31 The two terms can be distinguished as follows: Giving that which is not already owed to God makes
Christ’s satisfaction supererogatory. The gift having a value that not only repays the debt but exceeds it makes
Christ’s satisfaction superabundant: because Christ’s life is that of a divine person, it is of supreme value, and much
more objectively lovable than all sin is objectively heinous.

32 “Christ willingly underwent death—not by obeying a command to give up his life but by obeying the
command to keep justice. For he persevered so steadfastly in justice that he incurred death as a result” (Anselm, Cur
Deus homo, §1.9,312; cf. §§1.14; 2.14).

3 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §2.14, 368.

34 Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §2.18-20. Of note, similarly to Augustine, Anselm contends that, in his
divinity, Christ “offered himself to himself (just as to the Father and the Holy Spirit) for his own honor” (§2.19,
386—-87). Contrary to some modern allegations, there is no implicit placation-of-the angry Father or child-abuse
scheme in Anselm.
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is not the brute fact of Christ’s death, but the rectitude of Christ’s will, in virtue of which he
freely makes the supererogatory gift of his life. Even if “it requires very nuanced interpretive

35 there is no doubt that, for Anselm,

efforts to determine what precisely St. Anselm thought,
Christ does not undergo the punishment of an angry Father but offers satisfaction.

Anselm’s disjunction between satisfaction and punishment means that Christ’s death is
not to be understood on the model of retribution. It is therefore not, strictly speaking, penal
substitution but vicarious satisfaction. It is vicarious, because Christ does for us what we cannot
do for ourselves; but it is not substitutionary, because his satisfaction does not replace what we
can do to amend for sin. It is satisfaction, not retributive punishment, because it is a voluntarily
undertaken compensation for an offense, rather than an involuntary infliction. Anselm’s
disjunction between satisfaction and punishment, however, ran counter to an older biblical and
patristic tradition that applied the symbols of punishment to Christ’s death. Nor was this tradition
dislodged by Anselm’s authority. It remained, therefore, for Aquinas to reinterpret the older
tradition in light of Anselm’s contribution.

1.2. From Anselm to Aquinas

As Bernard J. F. Lonergan notes, though “Anselm is not guilty of all the crimes attributed to
him,” his theory might contain a suggestion “that God wants suffering and death as a means of
forgiveness of sin, when, in fact, in the redemption, God is taking issue with wickedness and
transforming sin and its effect into the forgiveness of sin and recovery.”*® Aquinas’s
transposition of Anselm’s theory makes a significant step toward the latter understanding of

redemption by positing charity as the main principle of Christ’s satisfaction, and by overcoming

3% Lonergan, “Redemption,” 8.
36 Lonergan, “Redemption,” 19.
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Anselm’s penchant for giving necessary reasons for supernatural mysteries.?’ An evaluative
sketch of this shift is in place before we focus on Aquinas’s contribution.

Aquinas refers to Anselm’s notion of satisfaction as early as in his Scriptum on Peter
Lombard’s Sentences.*® As we will see in a moment, he also integrates the substance of
Anselm’s theory of satisfaction into his explanatory account of the saving mysteries in the
Summa. In both the Scriptum and the Summa, he concurs with Anselm in affirming that
satisfaction offers a compensation for sin, which is an offense against God.*” Likewise, Aquinas
explains that condign satisfaction is made by “offering something which the offended one loves
equally, or even more than he detested the offense.”* In the Scriptum, Aquinas concurs with
Anselm that, inasmuch as it denotes an equality of proportion, satisfaction formally is an act of
justice.*! The emphasis on commutative justice, as we will see, does not disappear but somewhat

recedes into the background in the Summa’s synthesis concerning Christ’s satisfaction.*

37 As Lonergan points out, this deficiency can be reduced to the limitations of the developmental stage in
which Anselm writes before the introduction of the theorem of supernatural, which did not allow for distinguishing
between philosophy and theology, and each respective methods (Redemption, 109).

38 See Super Sent., lib. 4, d. 15, q. 1, aa. 1-5. Here Aquinas considers: (1) what is satisfaction, (2) whether
we can make satisfaction to God; (3) how we can make it; (4) by what means; (5) whether restitution is part of
satisfaction. These five articles and the following question (d. 16) form the core of the discussion on penance and
satisfaction in the Supplement of the Summa (qq. 1-15), compiled after St. Thomas’s death probably by Fr. Reginald
of Piperno (aka Fra Rainaldo da Piperno or Rainaldus Romanus). Whoever did the work, the writer of the
Supplement imports passages from Aquinas’s Sentences and attempts to accommodate them in the context of the
Summa (as some commentators note, not always successfully). This poses a methodological problem: Aquinas’s
views in the Summa are not necessarily those expressed in the Supplement. Cessario, for instance, notes that in the
Sentences Aquinas tends to interpret Christ’s satisfaction in more juridical terms (7he Godly Image, 60). Hence, we
use the Supplement with precaution, relying on the ideas expressed there to the extent they coincide with the mature
Aquinas’s thought.

3 See ST111.48.2; cf. ST 111.85.3; Suppl. 12.2 and 13.1; Super Sent., lib. 4,d. 15, q. 1, a. 1, qc. 2. As
Cessario notes, from the Scriptum to the Summa, the emphasis, however, shifts: the young Aquinas is closer to
Anselm as he “stresses the fulfilment of divine justice in conjunction with the provisions of divine mercy” whereas
in the Summa, inspired by John Damascene, he “allows the divine goodness to control his overall approach to the
Incarnation” (Cessario, “Christian Salvation,” 117-18; cf. ST 1.5.4 ad 2). Remarkably, Aquinas’s discussion of
satisfaction directly refers to Anselm’s Cur Deus homo in the Scriptum, but not in the Summa.

40 ST 111.48.2c; cf. STII1.90.2c.

41 ST Suppl. 12.2c; Super Sent., lib. 4,d. 15,q. 1,a. 1, qc. 2.

42 Unfortunately, Aquinas’s experience in the chapel of St. Nicholas in Naples, after which he ceased his
writing, stopped him from providing us with an update to his treatment of satisfaction. The Summa ends with the
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Furthermore, in the Summa, Aquinas largely foregoes Anselm’s “debt of honor”
language, which is still present in the Scriptum.*® In the Summa, he prefers thinking of
satisfaction in terms of repentance and conversion rather than of feudal homage. Christ’s passion
is no longer conceived primarily as a necessary payment, but as a fitting means for reconciling us
to God, which, to be sure, entails the restoration of due order. In a sense, Aquinas is able to take
Anselm’s distinction of the two contexts, voluntary and involuntary, more seriously than Anselm
does himself. According to Aquinas, it is proper to the context of penal retribution to measure the
compensation according to the severity of the offense; in the context of vicarious satisfaction,
however, what matters is the love of the one seeking reconciliation: “when penalty is inflicted for
sin, we weigh his iniquity who is punished; in satisfaction, however, when to placate the one
offended, some other voluntarily assumes the penalty, we consider the charity and benevolence
of him who makes satisfaction.”**

It seems right to suggest, then, that inasmuch as the measure of Christ’s satisfaction in
Anselm’s account is primarily determined in proportion to the gravity of the offense, rather than
to the love of the one making satisfaction, Anselm did not completely escape the context of
retributive justice. Furthermore, in light of the theorem of supernatural, Anselm’s very principle
of satisfaction calls for a major revision. As Charles Hefling has proposed, “Anselm tried to
conceive what was supernatural about Christ’s saving work in terms of supererogation.” Since

“excess implies that what exceeds and what is exceeded share a common measure,” Anselm’s

general discussion of the parts of penance. On Aquinas’s prayer experience that all of his works (estimated as 101)
is “chaft,” see Marjorie O’Rourke Boyle and Margaret O’Rourke Boyle, “Chaff: Thomas Aquinas’s Repudiation of
His Opera Omnia,” New Literary History 28, no. 2 (1997): 383-99.

43 For instance, see Super Sent.,lib.4d. 15q.1a. 1 qc. 2s.c.1;15q. 1 a. 1 gc. 3 co.

4 Summa contra Gentiles (SCG hereafter) IV.55.23: “dum poena pro peccato infligitur, pensatur eius qui
punitur iniquitas: in satisfactione vero, dum quis, ad placandum eum quem offendit, voluntarie poenam assumit,
satisfacientis caritas et benevolentia aestimatur.”
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idea that merit has its ground in supererogation, proves to be incoherent.*> Aquinas makes up for
these deficiencies by positing charity understood as friendship—instead of the necessary work of
supererogation—as the principle of Christ’s satisfaction.
1.3. Satisfaction: The Heart of Aquinas’s Explanatory Account of the Cross
Satisfaction, as the brief outline of the development from Anselm to Aquinas above implies,
becomes the heart of Aquinas’s explanatory account of the cross. To support this by textual
evidence, we now turn to the mature soteriology of Aquinas in the Pars Tertia of the Summa,
which treats “of the Saviour of all, and of the benefits bestowed by Him on the human race.”*°
While, in the past, often misconstrued as an appendix to the rest of the Summa,*” this last part
arguably is the culmination of Aquinas’s opus magnum, a reflection on faith and what pertains to
faith in accordance with the ordo disciplinae. As brought to light by Marie-Dominic Chenu’s
retrieval of the implicit exitus-reditus schema of the Summa, Christology crowns this work
because it is Christ who is the true mediator of our return to God.*3

Satisfaction comes to the forefront right at the outset of Pars Tertia, viz., in Aquinas’s

discussion of the fittingness and the end of the Incarnation.* In the footsteps of Augustine,

Aquinas contends that the Christ event was not absolutely necessary for our salvation but rather

45 See Charles C. Hefling, “Lonergan’s Cur Deus Homo: Revisiting the ‘Law of the Cross,”” in Meaning
and History in Systematic Theology. Essays in Honor of Robert M. Doran, SJ, ed. John D. Dadosky (Milwaukee:
Marquette University Press, 2009), 145—166, here at 148 (emphasis original).

46 STIII. prol. The first fifty-nine questions of Pars Tertia are directly dedicated to Christology and
soteriology, i.e., Christ’s person and life (qq. 1-45) and Christ’s Paschal mystery (qq. 46—59). Note that qq. 1-26 are
more conceptually oriented, whereas qq. 27-59 take up the historical sequence of Christ’s life. The main object of
the remaining qq. 60-90 is the sacraments, through which the saving grace merited by Christ’s passion is
communicated.

47 In his History of Dogma, Adolf Harnack, for instance, thought that Pars Tertia has many questions but
says little: “multa sed non multum” (quoted in Cessario, The Godly Image, 151).

4 See Chenu, Toward Understanding St. Thomas, 304-310.

4 ST1I1.1.1-3. By the “Incarnation” here Aquinas means what we might call the “Christ event”: the notion
includes the event of Incarnation and the entire life of Christ which culminates in the Paschal mystery.
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fitting, conveniens.> Its fittingness can be thought of as a relative necessity of the means
whereby the end is attained more conveniently.’! Aquinas lists ten reasons why the Incarnation
was a suitable means for the restoration of the human race: five reasons with respect to the
“furtherance in good” (ad promotionem hominis in bono) and five reasons with respect to our
“withdrawal from evil” (ad remotionem mali).>* The latter set presupposes that the reason for the
Incarnation (in the world as it exists de facto) is the removal of sin and the restoration of God’s
image in the human being.>* In this second set, Aquinas cumulatively foregrounds Augustine’s
“justice over power” motif.>* The climactic fifth reason rearticulates Augustine’s “justice over
power” dynamic in the Anselmian terms of satisfaction:

[God should become incarnate] in order to free man from the thraldom of sin, which, as

Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 13), “ought to be done in such a way that the devil should

be overcome by the justice of the man Jesus Christ,” and this was done by Christ

satistfying for us. Now a mere man could not have satisfied for the whole human race, and
God was not bound to satisfy; hence it behooved Jesus Christ to be both God and man.>?

S0 ST1I1.1.2. Cf. Augustine, trin. 13.10.13; ciu. 11.2.

SUSTIIL1.2c: “A thing is said to be necessary for a certain end in two ways. First, when the end cannot be
without it; as food is necessary for the preservation of human life. Secondly, when the end is attained better and
more conveniently, as a horse is necessary for a journey.” Cf. ST II-11.58.3 ad 2: “Necessity is twofold. One arises
from ‘constraint,” and this removes merit, since it runs counter to the will. The other arises from the obligation of a
‘command,’ or from the necessity of obtaining an end, when, to wit, a man is unable to achieve the end of virtue
without doing some particular thing.”

52 See ST I11.1.2¢. With the focus on Christ’s crucifixion, the argument for fittingness continues in ST
111.46.4 where Aquinas contends that it was most fitting, convenientissimum, for Christ to suffer death on the cross.
Aquinas first argues from the exemplary value of Christ’s suffering and then brings up six other reasons which
reiterate patristic allegoric typologies, e.g., the juxtaposition of the tree of knowledge and the “tree” of the cross.

53 See ST I11.1.3¢c. Though affirming that God could have become incarnate even if no sin was committed,
Aquinas does not give into discussing some hypothetical possibilities but simply points out the biblical evidence:
everywhere in Scripture “the sin of the first man is assigned as the reason of the Incarnation” (S7 II1.1.3c). Sin,
however, does not cause the Incarnation nor is the redemption its end in itself: for Aquinas, nothing else moves
God’s will as the end except God’s own goodness, to which other things are ordained (cf. ST 1.19.2).

>4 Aquinas’s first reason in this set exposes the need to renounce the disembodied mediator of death in
favor of the mediator of life who unites humankind to God by assuming human flesh, while the second reason
develops this point by highlighting God’s avowal of human dignity in the Incarnation. The third and the fourth
reasons consider the fittingness of the Incarnation by explicating Augustine’s “humility vs. pride” theme, whereas
the fifth reason engages the “justice over power” motif directly, as explained above.

35 ST1I1.1.2¢: “Quinto, ad liberandum hominem a servitute. Quod quidem, ut Augustinus dicit, XIII de
Trin., fieri debuit sic ut Diabolus iustitia hominis Iesu Christi superaretur, quod factum est Christo satisfaciente pro
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In a single sweep, as an implicit reference to Anselm’s dilemma “the human should but only God
could,”® Aquinas transposes Augustine’s notion of the justice of the cross into the Anselmian
context of satisfaction: the devil has been overcome by the satisfaction of Christ.

Throughout Pars Tertia, Aquinas links Augustine’s “justice over power” motif with
satisfaction in a number of other occasions.®’ For instance, in q. 46 a. 3, which discusses whether
the cross event was a suitable means of redemption, Aquinas states: “it was fitting that through
justice man should be delivered from the devil’s bondage by Christ making satisfaction on his
behalf in the passion.”® Another relevant occurrence is found in the sixth article of the same
question, in which Aquinas argues that, on account of Christ’s dignity, the perfection of his soul
and body, his voluntariness, and the gravity of all sins, Christ’s pain, both interior and exterior,
was the very greatest, dolor maximus. In response to the objection that, from the infinite value of
his divine person, the slightest pain would have sufficed, Aquinas replies:

Christ willed to deliver the human race from sins not merely by His power, but also

according to justice. And therefore He did not simply weigh what great virtue His

suffering would have from union with the Godhead, but also how much, according to His
human nature, His pain would avail for so great a satisfaction.>

In this passage, Aquinas clearly associates the justice of the cross with satisfaction, conceived in

terms of a fully human suffering. As such, it has to be adequately manifested in one’s en-fleshed

nobis. Homo autem purus satisfacere non poterat pro toto humano genere; Deus autem satisfacere non debebat; unde
oportebat Deum et hominem esse Iesum Christum.”

36 Cf. Anselm, Cur Deus homo, §2.18.

57 This theme also shows up in Aquinas’s scriptural commentaries, without being fully transposed into the
theoretical context. For instance, see Aquinas’s commentary on 2 Tim 1:10, where he explains the right of the devil
by analogy with a thief and in the Augustinian vein affirms that Christ destroyed the devil’s “right” by destroying
death, that is, by satisfying for ours sins: “Dicit ergo Christus, propter hoc, quod pro nobis passus est, destruxit
mortem, id est, satisfecit Deo pro peccatis nostris” (Super Il Tim., cap. 1, 1. 3). Correspondingly, Aquinas’s
Scripture commentaries but not so much the Summa calls upon the Augustinian juxtaposition of humility vs. pride.
Cf. Super Philip., cap. 2, 1. 2; Super lob, cap. 42.

8 ST111.46.3 ad 3.

59 ST111.46.6 ad 6: “Christus voluit genus humanum a peccatis liberare, non sola potestate, sed etiam
iustitia. Et ideo non solum attendit quantam virtutem dolor eius haberet ex divinitate unita, sed etiam quantum dolor
eius sufficeret secundum naturam humanam, ad tantam satisfactionem.”
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humanity.%® This, as we will see later, resonates with Aquinas’s notion of satisfaction as an
exterior act of interior repentance.

Aquinas’s treatise on Christ’s passion (ST 111.46—49) proceeds from discussing the
various aspects of the fittingness and voluntariness of Christ’s salvific suffering and death (qq.
46—47) to examining its effects (qq. 48—49), the latter comprising the main locus where
Aquinas’s explicit teaching on Christ’s satisfaction in the Summa is found. He first considers the
manner in which the salvific effect is brought about, de modo efficiendi (48.1-6), and then the
effect in itself, de ipso effectu (49.1-6). Aquinas names five ways (modi) in which Christ’s
passion is effective, namely, by way of merit, satisfaction, sacrifice, redemption, and efficiency.
The first four modes regard Christ in his humanity, whereas the last mode, efficiency, pertains to
Christ as divine.®!

The principle efficient cause of salvation, Aquinas affirms, is God.®? By the grace of the
hypostatic union, Christ in his humanity is the conjoined instrument of God, the mediator

between God and humankind, and the high priest who intercedes by his perfect seltf-offering in

%0 Significantly, Aquinas is not siding with what became known as satipassionism, the theory of atonement
which reasons that Christ has saved us not by “doing enough” (satis facere) but by “suffering enough” (satis patior).
Such a reading would miss the point: Aquinas’s main intention in S7 [11.46.6 ad 6 seems to be the defense of the full
humanity of Christ. Satispassionism, as Lonergan has noted, almost by necessity goes together with mistaking
vicarious satisfaction for penal substitution, as seen in early Protestants and some Catholic preachers and
theologians, but it is entirely foreign to Aquinas. See more in Lonergan, Redemption, 93—105.

%1 This is congruent with Aquinas’s exposition of Chalcedonian Christology. In virtue of the hypostatic
union, the divine and human natures of Christ are predicated of the Person of the Word who is one subject operating
in two distinct manners. See ST I11.19.1; cf. ST II1.1.1-3; 111.17.1-2.

2 ST'111.48.6. Of note, in the Compendium, Aquinas provides the following qualification: “Christ’s death is
the cause of the remission of our sin: the efficient cause instrumentally, the exemplary cause sacramentally, and the
meritorious cause. In like manner Christ’s resurrection was the cause of our resurrection: the efficient cause
instrumentally and the exemplary cause sacramentally. But it was not a meritorious cause, for Christ was no longer a
wayfarer, and so was not in a position to merit; and also because the glory of the resurrection was the reward of His
passion, as the Apostle declares in Philippians 2:9ff” (1.239). Aquinas’s distinction between the different types of
causality involved clarifies how to reconcile two claims, namely, that we are saved by Christ’s death and justified
through Christ’s victory over death, his resurrection (cf. ST I11.56.2; Rom 4:25). There are two efficient and
exemplary causes, but only one meritorious cause, Christ’s death, Aquinas proposes.
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holocausto Christi ignis caritatis.®> Aquinas considers Christ’s total self-giving in his humanity
under two aspects: with respect to his soul and with respect to his body.®* On the part of Christ’s
human soul, Christ’s passion works per modum meriti: by freely surrendering to the suffering
and death on the cross ex caritate et obedientia, Christ merits salvation for all the members of his
persona mystica.®> On the part of Christ’s body, his passion saves us by way of satisfaction,
sacrifice, and redemption.®® Furthermore, Aquinas correlates redemption with the forgiveness of
fault (culpa), satisfaction with the liberation from the debt of punishment (reatus poenae), and
sacrifice with our reconciliation to God:
Christ’s Passion, according as it is compared with His Godhead, operates in an efficient
manner; but in so far as it is compared with the will of Christ’s soul it acts in a
meritorious manner; considered as being within Christ’s very flesh, it acts by way of
satisfaction, inasmuch as we are liberated by it from the debt of punishment; while

inasmuch as we are freed from the servitude of guilt, it acts by way of redemption; but in
so far as we are reconciled with God it acts by way of sacrifice.®’

In his treatment of each mode and effect separately (qq. 48—49), and in his later recapitulation of
the topic, however, Aquinas relativizes this correlation and singles out satisfaction as a

paramount explanatory mode. He does so by mapping the properties and effects of satisfaction

03 ST111.46.4 ad 1; cf. STII1.22.1-6; 26.1-2; 46.4 ad 2; 46.10 ad 2. For Aquinas’s understanding of Christ
as a conjoined instrument of God, see ST I11.13.2—4; cf. II1.2.6; I11.17-20. The notion of instrumentality sounds
foreign in the contemporary context that asserts human autonomy and spontaneity. We must keep in mind, therefore,
that, for Aquinas, the human being is an instrument of God not in spite of but according to the inclinations of human
nature which is endowed with freedom and intellect. To avoid the misunderstanding, Lonergan will instead use the
notion “ministerial agent”; see Redemption, 585.

64 See ST 111.49.6 ad 1. Remember that, in Aquinas’s anthropology, which appropriates Aristotelian
hylomorphism, the soul is the form of the body. Christ in his humanity does not lack either. See ST'1.76.1; II1.5.1-4.

65 See ST 111.48.1-3; 49.1.

66 ST 111.48.2-4.

7 ST 111.48.6 ad 3: “Passio Christi, secundum quod comparatur ad divinitatem eius, agit per modum
efficientiae; inquantum vero comparatur ad voluntatem animae Christi, agit per modum meriti; secundum vero quod
consideratur in ipsa carne Christi, agit per modum satisfactionis, inquantum per eam liberamur a reatu poenae; per
modum vero redemptionis, inquantum per eam liberamur a servitute culpae; per modum autem sacrificii, inquantum
per eam reconciliamur Deo.” Cf. ST I11.49.1-5.
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on the other two modes pertaining to Christ’s body (sacrifice and redemption), and by often
subsuming them under the term “satisfaction.”

In ST 111.48.3, for instance, Aquinas interweaves the key elements of Augustine’s
teaching on sacrifice with the quasi-Anselmian vocabulary. Sacrifice as a reconciling work of
mercy, offered by the one mediator between God and humankind, he contends, is carried out “for
that honor which is properly due to God.”®® Furthermore, in ST 111.49.4, sacrifice is explained as
a kind of compensation for a personal offense (as in satisfaction). Likewise, in S7 111.48.4,
Aquinas interprets redemption (ransom) from sin in such a way that the no