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terior and lofty powers, in virtue of which he makes the act as the living 
actuation of his freedom."58 

He objects to a merely negative view of the freedom of faith—a 
view that would place the necessity for the will's intervention simply in 
the fact that the reasons for belief lack necessitating force. This 
view would make the action of the will too accidental and the freedom 
of faith simply an imperfection. On the contrary, he says: 

. . . the freedom of faith is to be conceived in positive fashion, as a specific per
fection proper to faith, which corresponds to the nature of faith, and is the result of 
the essential part that the will has in it, on its affective side. The lack of necessi
tating force in the arguments can and should offer merely the occasion for the fuller 
revelation of the freedom that lies in its very nature.59 

Consequently, Scheeben distinguishes a "formal, primary, specific, 
and essential freedom of faith," and a "material, secondary, and ac
cidental freedom."60 And he laments the fact that a "confusing one-
sidedness" should have led "many theologians of former and more 
recent times" to treat only the second, or at lea^t to put it in the fore
ground. 

The formal and specific freedom of faith, according to Scheeben, 
lies in the fact that it is a "plenum revelanti Deo intellectus et volun
tatis obsequium"; these words of the Vatican Council are the "founda
tion of this view" and the starting point of its explanation. And the 
explanation implies an organic concept of faith. Faith, he says, is 
not any sort of assent to God's teaching; it is an assent that is at the 
same time a "libere moveri in Deum," the Tridentine phrase which 
he sees (rightly or wrongly?) "more exactly explained" by the Vatican 
Council's phrase, "libere praestare Deo obedientiam." "Faith is a 
living striving toward God as the principle, object, and goal of revela
tion; more in particular, it is an acceptance, or better, a seizure of the 
content of revelation that comes about through a surrender and a 
submission to the authority of God, and through an intimate attach
ment to His eternal truth."61 

In consequence, man must do more than merely weigh the motives 
of credibility and lay himself open intellectually to their impact; his 
will has a positive and essential function. First, faith in its genesis 

" Ibid., 809. 
60 Ibid., S19. 
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is "intrinsically bound to, and supported by," a command and impulse 
of the will; and secondly, its very existence is conditioned by the fact 
that it is essentially a product of the wilPs pietas, its "exalted respect 
for, and trust in, God," its love for, and inclination toward, the truth 
and God who is the source of all truth."62 Here again we have the 
notion of the plus affectus as the root of faith. "Accordingly," Schee-
ben concludes, "in the act of faith man is engaged wholly, with his whole 
interior self and all the spiritual part of his nature, with mind and feel
ing and heart and will." In this respect, faith is a unique act: 

Over and above mere acts of cognition faith has this property, that it is not 
merely a passive conception, but an affective and therefore living seizure of the 
object known; over and above mere acts of the will it has another property, that it 
is not a mere affection, and consequently does not merely tend to its object but at 
the same time grasps it with the mind.63 

In this fashion, Scheeben explains the act of faith as "essentially and 
intrinsically voluntary and free."64 The affective part of it is of its 
very nature, and is required not merely that there may be an accept
ance of the truth presented, but primarily that this acceptance may 
have the specific character of faith. The role of the will is not merely 
to permit the intellect to give itself to the evaluation of the motives of 
credibility, standing umpire, as it were, over the mind's debate with 
God; nor is it merely to administer the coup de grace when these motives 
are found insufficient to determine an assent, thus awarding, as it 
were, the victory to God and imposing on the mind the consequences 
of its own defeat—the submission of faith. In this hypothesis, faith 
"would be merely connected with an act of freedom";65 and the result 
would be extrinsecism. The true situation is that the free act of the 
will is "essentially and intrinsically" required; for unless there is a 
free motion at the interior of faith itself, the act will not be a plenum 
intellectus et voluntatis obsequium. In a word, it will not be faith, but 
some contrefaqon thereof. It is to the formula of the Vatican Council 
that Scheeben constantly returns, as from it he started. 

THE OBEDIENCE OE FAITH 

The key question, then, is to know what meaning Scheeben assigned 
to the Vatican formula. And the answer is quite clear: he considered 

62 Loc. cit. w Loc. cit. «Ibid., 813. w Loc. ctt. 
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it to mean that faith is a formal obedience. More exactly, the pius 
credulitatis affectus, the will's adhesion to God that is the root of faith 
and of its very substance, is for him a movement of obedience. And 
it is in the notion of faith as an obedience that he wishes to find the 
solution to the problem of its genesis, and the explanation of its inner 
unity. Consequently, this notion must now be examined. One can, 
I think, best get at it through Scheeben's notion of authority, to which 
corresponds the obedience of faith. 

Scheeben begins his analysis of authority by calling attention to 
an element in the concept "that is commonly overlooked, but that is 
definitely present and by all means to be emphasized." He says: 
"In general, we understand by authority the moral power and dignity 
of an individual, in virtue of which he is in a position to determine 
other individuals in their thinking and conduct, or to demand of them 
that they allow themselves to be so determined and influenced."66 

And this general note of authority is found in the authority that is 
the motive of faith: "As a matter of fact, the speaker impels us to be
lief primarily by the fact that he expressly or implicitly makes upon us 
a demand for faith, and by the fact that this demand receives a moral 
power from the dignity of the speaker."67 The demand is contained 
at least implicitly in language that is, to use Scheeben's antithesis, 
"eine Ansprache," and not merely "eine Aussprache von Gedanken." 

It is evident that the authority of the speaker, in this sense, and the 
consequent moral effectiveness of his demand for faith, depend on the 
relation of superiority in which he stands to the hearer. There are, 
therefore, three degrees of authority. The lowest is that of the simple 
witness; his personal worth can invite faith in his word but not strictly 
demand it. A step higher is the authority of the teacher over his 
pupils; by reason of his intellectual superiority and the dignity of his 
chair his utterances command not merely attention but also reverence. 
One's acceptance of them therefore acquires the quality of an honorific 
subordination of one's own judgment to his; nevertheless, the teacher 
is not in a position to exact from his pupils an absolute and formal 
submission of mind. The highest degree of authority is that possessed 
by one who is really auctor of another's being, so that the other stands 
to him in a relation of strict dependence. This is authority in the 

«/ta*.,634;cf. 71. «Loc.cU. 
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most proper sense. Scheeben concedes it to two persons—to the 
Creator over His creatures, and to parents over their children of minor 
age. (In parental authority he consistently sees the closest earthly 
analogy to the divine authority of God.) 

This authority can do more than merely invite faith; it can imperiously demand 
it, make it a duty of obedience, stamp upon it inwardly the character of obedience 
and submission. Consequently, the power and purpose of this authority is not 
merely to complete the knowledge of the one subject to it, where his own intelligence 
fails; it further necessitates him to the submission and sacrifice of his own judgment 
formed out of what lights he personally may have, to the judgment of the authority 
in question.68 

It is this authority in the strict sense that Scheeben conceives to be 
the force creative of that initial moral attitude in which faith originates; 
it is the motive of the will to believe, which is the root of all faith, 
human or divine. 

The other qualities of the speaker, his knowledge and veracity, also 
go to make up his authority. However, they operate toward the pro
duction of faith only in and through their conjunction with this "fun
damental element of authority/' They form its specific attributes, 
which determine it to be "faith-authority," but they are not to be 
"forthwith identified with, nor by themselves alone defined as, au
thority." Rather, they should be taken as constituting the speaker's 
credibility. Between credibility and authority as such, especially in 
the case of God, there obtains an inadequate distinction, based on the 
fact that "authority has an independent action, alongside and ahead 
of these attributes, so that they come into full play only in and through 
it."69 In this sense, therefore, Scheeben constantly speaks of "die 
gebietende Autoritat Gottes iiber unseren Geist."70 And he conceives 
it as a moral power that binds the will and motivates the plus creduli-
talis qffectus: 

The motive of the act of the will, the so-called plus credulitatis ajfectus, which, 
as the root of faith, belongs to its substance—consequently the formal motive and 
also the formal object of faith on its ethical side—is the authority of God in the 
sense of His absolute majesty, His mastery over our minds, in virtue of which He 
instils into us an absolute respect and reverence, and demands of us obedience and 
trust, and so commands the acceptance of His word by faith. In accordance with 
this motive, faith is fashioned, intrinsically and essentially, into an act of obedient 

68 Ibid., 636. w/&<*., 638. niUd., 700, 672, et al. 
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and submissive homage to God and of unlimited surrender to Him; in other words, 
into an act of religiosity, a species of latreutic worship, and moreover an act of wor
ship that is particularly lofty and pleasing to God, since it is the religiositas mentis, 
the sacrificium intellectus.71 

From this text it can tie seen why I said above that Scheeben makes 
the plus credulitatis affectus essentially a movement of obedience, in 
fact, of formal obedience; for its object is a strict command, on two 
counts. First, revelation is conceived as a "Machtgebot des absoluten 
Herrn unseres Geistes," and secondly, its imperiousness derives from 
its source in God's majesty, the absolute superiority of His will. 
Thus the obediential character of the plus affectus, which is the root 
of faith, stamps upon faith itself the character of an obedience. 

Obviously, Scheeben's idea of authority and his concept of the obedi
ence of faith that depends on it present certain originalities. One 
must therefore inquire into his substantiation of them. 

He evidently saw his theory expressed, or at least implied, in the Con
stitutions of the Vatican Council. It is a question whether the Coun
cil actually furnished him with his distinction between authority in 
the strict sense and credibility, or whether he simply sought in the 
Council confirmation of a theory already conceived. At any rate, the 
distinction makes its first appearance in his commentary on the "Con
stitution on Divine Faith." He says, for instance: 

. . . the Council declares in canon 2 that the nature of divine faith, as contrasted 
with natural knowledge, demands that 'the revealed truth be believed on the au
thority of God revealing'; thus it rejects the view that considers the testimony of 
God as a mere means of proof in the service of our own independent thinking. On 
the contrary, the Council demands an assent that proceeds from a reverential 
attachment to God, to which attachment one is determined by the will, out of 
reverence for God. And this is not all. According to canon 1, the divine author
ity, to which faith corresponds, essentially manifests itself as authority in the 
strictest sense of the word, as imperious authority (gebietende Autoritat). Conse
quently, the words, 'to believe on the authority of God revealing,' have the same 
sense as 'to be determined to an assent to the truth in question out of obedience to 
God and reverence for Him, in consequence of His command and testimony, which 
have absolute binding force and are worthy of all respect.'72 

71 Ibid., 670. 
72 Concil, II, 245-46; cf. 233, 239, 241; this last text is interesting, in that Scheeben is 

here explaining the obedience of faith in the light of the doctrine on papal infallibility—a 
somewhat dubious procedure, when seeking the motive and nature of the pius credulitatis 
affectus. 
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In the Dogmatik, too, where his distinction between the two kinds of 
authority is given finer point, Scheeben is clearly following what he 
conceives to be an inspiration from the Vatican Council decrees: 

From this characteristic of the divine authority in its relation to faith [i.e., from 
the notion of authority as God's absolute mastery over the mind] the Vatican be
gins its teaching on the nature of faith, in that it defines faith as an homage of 
intellect and will given to God—an homage that we owe Him because we depend 
absolutely on Him as our Creator, and because created reason is completely sub
ordinate to uncreated Truth.73 

And he sees the reason for the Council's procedure in the necessity of 
combating naturalistic and rationalistic views. It would seem, then, 
that he considered his theory of authority and of faith as an obedience 
to be a legitimate development of the Council's condemnation of 
Liberalism. 

His next appeal is to the scriptural doctrine on faith as an obedience; 
in two places he exploits these texts.74 He acknowledges that the 
Gospels often advance, as the motive of faith, God's testimony sine 
addito; but he adds: "often enough, too, in and with this testimony the 
imperious authority of God is emphasized, notably in the texts which 
deal with the institution and mission of the teaching apostolate." 
However, his chief support is in St. Paul, by whom "faith is consistently 
portrayed as an obedience, and infidelity as a disobedience." He 
makes no effort at an exegesis of the precise meaning of St. Paul's 
"obedience of faith"; the fact that St. Paul used the word seems to 
have been enough for him. 

When it comes to finding support for his position in the Scholastic 
tradition, Scheeben is rather at a loss. He seizes, of course, upon 
William of Paris, who "most decisively and thoroughly stressed the 
nature of the obedience of faith, to such an extent indeed that later 
theologians suspected him of having regarded this imperium of God as 
the formal object also of the intellectual assent of faith." The implic-

nDogm., I, 671; cf. Condi, II, 239-40: "In the first paragraph, the Council handles 
the concept and nature of faith in the closest connection with the duty of eliciting it; 
and precisely in the peculiar character which the obligatory nature of faith gives it the 
Council finds both the starting point for the determination of its nature.. .and one of the 
most important elements which must be emphasized today." This, again, is forcing the 
thought of the Council. 

74 £ogm., 672, 815. 
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ation there is that Scheeben himself did not share this suspicion; his in
terpretations were indeed always benign. And there is an indication of 
the fineness of his theological and historical sense in the fact that this 
milder view of William's doctrine (with which Kleutgen emphatically 
disagreed) has come to be espoused by several able theologians of late 
years.75 Apart from William of Paris, Scheeben can cite no other 
Scholastic authority; but he has this to say about the Scholastic tradi
tion in general: 

The other Scholastics as a rule speak of the authority of God, in the stricter 
sense, in connection with the motive of the intellectual act, in that they put as 
the motive of faith the Prima Veritas. The word 'Prima' indicates that God 
demands and determines faith precisely in His character as uncaused principle of 
all knowledge and all intellectual beings, and consequently as Sovereign of all 
minds. In a word, as the Vatican says, the whole man and particularly the ratio 
areata is subject to Him as the Prima Veritas, and consequently as the Creator and 
DominusJ* 

It is interesting to note that Scheeben here makes the authority on 
which faith rests an attribute of God as Lord and Master; similarly 
he seems to imply that the submission of faith is made simply to God 
as Creator—hardly a wide enough concept of it, I should think. 

These, then, are the theological arguments advanced by Scheeben 
in support of his theory of authority, and his correlative theory of the 
motivation of the pius credulitatis qffectus, in virtue of which it emerges 
as a formal obedience, moving the intellect to its assent. 

CRITIQUE 

Certain initial values in Scheeben thought should be acknowledged. 
There is, first, its apologetic value against Liberalism, to which the 
idea of faith as an obedience was and is quite foreign. There is, 
secondly, its value from the standpoint of religious psychology. One 
remembers Newman: "Once a man believes in God, the greatest ob
stacle to belief in revelation has been got out of the way—the proud, 
self-sufficient spirit." By acceptance of the reality of God, he ex
plains, a man inwardly bows to one who is Creator and Judge, and thus 

76 Cf. Gardeil, DTC, III, 2274; A. Lang, Die Wege der Glaubensbegriindung, Beitr. z. 
Gesch. d. Phil. u. Theol. d. MA, XXX, 5-6; G. Engelhardt, Die Entwicklung der Glaubens-
psychologie, ibid., pp. 281 ff. 

™Dogm., I, 673. 
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recognizes that he is not himself the measure of all things nor the 
master of his own destiny. In this sense, Scheeben is right in insisting 
that reverence and submission to God as Creator are necessary to 
instil in the heart that sense of utter dependence that is essential for 
the further submission of faith. Finally, also valuable from a psy
chological standpoint is Scheeben's stress on the fact that faith is an 
affair between persons, in which the concrete relationship of superi
ority in which the speaker stands to the hearer is of capital importance. 
By refusing to grant even this, and by arguing for an abstract and 
minimist concept of faith, Kleutgen vitiates a large part of his criti
cism.77 Scheeben's concreteness is far closer to the psychological 
realities of the case. And it has the added advantage of pointing the 
fact that divine faith has only analogies in the natural order, in that 
God's superiority admits no human parallels. 

Granted all this, it remains true that Scheeben's vigorous reaction 
against Liberalism carried him a bit off balance, and led him to exag
gerate or misconceive the notion of faith as an obedience and to dis
turb the inner consistency of his own doctrine. First of all, his appeal 
to the Vatican Council fails of effect. The Council never intended to 
give a complete treatise on divine faith, its genesis and nature; its 
decrees left many things unsaid; and they were indeed accented in the 
direction of a condemnation of religious Liberalism. In taking this 
accent as the key to a full theological theory of faith, Scheeben is led 
to push the Vatican doctrine to limits that are more than doubtfully 
legitimate. To this fact we have an excellent witness in the person of 
Kleutgen, who actually wrote the decree in substantially the form 
approved by the Fathers.78 Kleutgen dismisses Scheeben's appeal 
to the Vatican Council with the curt remark: "Indessen was man 
einmal fur wahr halt, findet man leicht in den Worten anderer."79 

A severe remark, but substantially just. 
The whole foundation of Scheeben's theory on the motivation of the 

plus qffectus is in the Council's sentence: "Cum homo a Deo tamquam 
77 Cf. Beilagen, III, 53-69. 
78 Kleutgen was the "certain theologian" mentioned in the minutes of the third session 

of the Deputation on Faith; cf. Coll. Lac., VII, 1647, and Granderath, Histoire du Concile 
du Vatican (Bruxelles, 1911), II, 12. 

79Beilagent III, 105. 
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a Domino suo totus dependeat, et ratio creata veritati increatae 
penitus subjecta sit, plenum revelanti Deo intellectus et voluntatis 
obsequium fide praestare tenemur."80 The scope of this sentence 
was explained by Conrad Martin, Bishop of Paderborn: 

The first paragraph in its first part connects this chapter with the preceding one 
. . . [Hence this sentence has only the value of a transition and introduction.] In 
the first part of the chapter, then, the intention was not to explain each and every 
one of the motives of faith; what had to be indicated was simply the root, or the 
fundamental reason, of the obligation of giving faith to God revealing. This root 
. . . is clearly put in the fact that God is supreme author, etc.81 

This, however, is very considerably less than what Scheeben asserts. 
The fundamental and initial reason for believing is one thing; the proxi
mate, formal motive of the will to believe, which culminates in the 
actual assent of faith, is quite another. God, and His supreme do
minion as Creator and Lord, is indeed the fundamental reason for the 
obligation of charity or religion or any virtue whatsoever; but the for
mal motive of each remains to be determined. To use a concept de
veloped by Gardeil, the Vatican Council in the sentence quoted is 
actually giving simply the motive of "foi avant la foi.,,S2 

Again, Scheeben rests his contention on the sentence: " . . . . actus 
(fidei) est opus ad salutem pertinens, quo homo liberam praestat ipsi 
Deo obedientiam." But the purpose of the phrase was to define the 
freedom of faith against the Hermesians;83 one cannot, therefore, forth
with interpret the term "obedience" in a formal sense. As a matter 
of fact, as St. Thomas says, even charity "cannot exist without obedi
ence" (II-II, q. 104, a. 3), but its act is not therefore a formal act of 
obedience. 

Nor are Scheeben's Scripture texts any more conclusive for his pur
pose. St. Thomas, for instance, gives this exegesis of Rom. 1:5: 

Obedience has place in things that we can do voluntarily; but we consent to the 
things of faith in virtue of a will to do so, since they are above reason; no one be-

80 On the history of this phrase, cf. CoU. Lac., VII, 72-73 (first schema); p. 87 (relation 
of Simor); pp. 156-57 (emendations 3-16); pp. 166-70 (relation of Martin on emendations); 
p. 193 (second schema). Subsequently only two emendations were proposed (nn. 61 
and 101; cf. ibid., pp. 226 and 229), and both were rejected (ibid., p. 241, relation of 
Gasser). 

81 Coll. Lac., VII, 166. ** Cf. Aubert, op. cit., pp. 683-87. 
83 CoU. Lac., VII, 87 (relation of Simor on the scope of Martin's schema). 
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lieves unless he wills to do so, as St. Augustine says; consequently, what is said 
below in 6:17 is applicable to faith: 'You have been obedient from the heart to that 
form of doctrine to which you were committed.'84 

In other words, there is an element of obedience in faith inasmuch as it 
is free; and its freedom, at least as giving entrance to the element of 
obedience, derives from the obscurity of the assent. The assent is 
indeed a submission of intellect to a magisterial authority; and the 
will determines the intellect to this submission. However, the actual 
nature of that will to believe, and its formal motivation, still remain to 
be determined. Finally, it is to be noted that St. Thomas refers the 
notion of obedience to the intellect rather than to the will. The assent 
is an obedience, not the will to make the assent, as Scheeben would 
have it. 

There is a further difficulty. One must ask whether the pius ere-
dulitatis affectus, conceived as a formal obedience, can actually be, as 
Scheeben wants it to be, the voluntary motion that is "of the substance 
of faith," intrinsic to it. The difficulty is clear. As a formal obe
dience, the pius affectus would have as its proper formal object the 
created good inherent in submission to a divine precept; and only 
mediately would it be directed to God Himself, the uncreated good, 
man's last end. But such is not the voluntary motion that could be 
"of the substance" of an act of theological virtue, which is by defini
tion a motion that terminates immediately, and in its totality, at 
God Himself. Consequently, if the plus affectus is conceived as a 
formal obedience, it would indeed specify faith as an act of rational 
virtue, but it could not confer on faith its unique specification as a 
voluntary, inchoative ordination of oneself to one's supernatural last 
end. By so conceiving it, Scheeben fails to explain—in fact, makes 
it impossible to explain—how the plus affectus is constitutive of faith, 
interior to it, part of its concrete, totality. 

Similarly, he fails to explain how the pius affectus is generative of 
faith, its "root," joined to the assent in an organic unity. He had hold 
of the right problem—how the assent of the intellect is the "comple
tion" of the will's upsurge to God, in such wise that the two distinct 
motions unite in the unity of a single libere tnoveri in Deum. But his 
principle of solution—the pius affectus as formal obedience—was 

84 In Epist, ad Rom., c. I, lect. 4. 
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wrong. By a curious paradox, Scheeben, who shrank from rationalistic 
explanations of faith, himself so "rationalized" the pius affectus as to 
divest it of its quality of an "upsurge" to God that would carry the 
intellect to a seizure of God Himself. Ultimately, he turns the mo
tion of the will towards earth and its created goods, not towards God 
and the heavenly vision of which he would make faith an anticipation. 
His insight into the mystical nature of faith, which is so strong when 
he contemplates the assent of faith, somehow fails him when he turns 
to consider its voluntary aspect. It was clouded, I think, by his apolo
getic preoccupations. And what he ultimately explains is not the 
"root" of faith, but rather its "soil," the sense of dependence on God 
as Creator, utter reverence for Him as Lord, born of a profound con
viction of His transcendent reality, and of man's personal relation to 
Him as Master of human destiny, whose word, if spoken, must be 
heeded. 

Scheeben saw most truly that faith demands the sacrifice of man's 
inmost pride, that is the stronger in proportion as the spirit itself is 
strong—I mean the pride to which Newman confessed, in his well-
known verse: "I was not always thus, nor prayed/ That Thou shouldst 
lead me on/ I loved to choose and see my path.. . ." However, faith 
demands that this pride of choosing and seeing one's path be put to 
the knife before the will can make that last "upsurge" to God that is 
completed by the assent of faith. Faith, in the still, silent, perhaps 
almost unnoticed moment that it stirs in the soul, is not man's formal 
farewell to human pride and to the earthly destinies that it may con
jure up for its own striving; rather, it is the formal welcome given to a 
divine promise of a destiny that even human pride could not have con
ceived as really open to man. The obedience of faith is not that of 
Moses, flat on the earth of Sinai, hearkening to the thunders of Je
hovah's law; it is rather the obedience of Abraham, afoot, face turned 
from the land of Ur, going out from country and hearth and kin into 
a new land, which had been promised him, to which he had been 
called, but of which he would have no vision till he set foot on it. 

Perhaps the most curious thing is that Scheeben actually had, but 
failed to use, a sounder basis for an explanation of the genesis of faith 
and the organic unity of its two aspects, through an explanation of the 
pius affectus as the root of faith. He indicates it when he is dealing 
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with the supernaturality of faith, especially the supernaturality of its 
affective aspect. Against Lugonian theorists, he insists on a concrete 
view of faith, more intimately scriptural, more sharply-drawn in its 
portrayal of the personal relationships between God and man that 
enter into it. The God who speaks is no far-off, abstract Deus verax, 
but a loving Father, who enters by His word into the very heart; the 
one who hears is no disembodied, critical reason, but a child; the mes
sage spoken is no catalogue of theses, but a promise of eternal life in 
the vision of the Father's face; and the child's answer, faith, is no 
carefully calculated admission of what cannot reasonably be denied, 
but a gladly obedient acceptance of a new dignity and destiny.85 In 
this universe of discourse, constructed in his moments of more purely 
theological inspiration, Scheeben puts, as the motive of the plus credu-
litatis affectus, God as man's supernatural last end, and author of his 
salvation, calling His children to intimate union with Himself, through 
Christ, as their Father. The child's answer to the call is a motion of 
kindliche Pietat, a turning towards, and a striving for, the high thing 
promised, the supernatural destiny offered. What evokes it is the 
amor boni repromissi; and what it evokes is the assent: "This is my 
highest good; this is my destiny; this promise is made to me! I accept 
it; freely I affirm, by my assent, the goal itself and the motion of my 
being towards it."86 

These data came within the grasp of Scheeben's highly intuitive 
mind, when he was dealing with the supernaturality of faith. It is, 
though he does not present it as such, the idea enshrined in the Triden-
tine formula, "fides est humanae salutis initium." It is the same idea 
that is central in St. Thomas' thought: faith is "habitus mentis, quo 
inchoatur vita aeterna in nobis."87 Scheeben had the idea, in a sense; 

86 Cf. Dogtn., I, 782. 
86 Cf. De la Taille, "L'oraison contemplative," Reck d. Sc. Rel., IX (1919), 278: "La 

f oi, meme en son 6tat ordinaire, est engendr6e dans Tesprit par une pression de la volontS, 
c'est-a-dire sous Pinfluence d'un amour au moins initial de la Bonte" qui se promet dans 
la vie 6ternelle, amor boni repromissi. Actione*e par cet amour, Pintelligence elle-meine 
est rattach6e a ce Bien supreme par une affirmation volontaire et amoureuse, ou Vobjet 
est atteint en m&ne temps comme la fin a laquelle se rapporte raffirmation." 

87II-II, q. 4, a. 1; cf. De Ver., q. 14, a. 2; In Epist. ad Hebr., c XII, lect. 1; and In 
Eph. c. XIII, lect. 5: "Jam in nobis res sperandas per modum cujusdam inchoationis 
(fides) facit subsistere." 
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but he failed to work it out. He failed to synthesize his theory on the 
supernaturality of faith with his theory of its genesis, as he also failed 
to synthesize his intuition of the central meaning of the intellectual 
aspect of faith with his intuition that faith has its "root" in the will. 
The reason, I think, was his lack of the two instruments necessary for 
constructing a full and harmonious theory of faith as initium salutis, 
Mchoatio vitae aeternae.™ One is a strongly structured metaphysic of 

88 Scheeben constantly uses the formula, "anticipation of the beatific vision," which is 
not found in St. Thomas; once {In loan. c. VI, lect. 8, n. 1) he speaks of faith as "semi-
narium visionis," a thought that is in harmony with De Ver., q. 14, a. 2, where the prima 
principia rationis are called "semina quaedam sapientiae." Curiously, Scheeben does 
not cite the Thomistic texts for his other formula, "participation in the divine knowledge"; 
cf. In Boeth. de Trin., q. 2, a. 2; I-II, q. 110, a. 4; De Ver., q. 14, a. 8. More
over, Scheeben's two formulas are to him obviously equivalent; hence he takes "anticipa
tion of the beatific vision" in a purely intellectual and static sense; whereas St. Thomas' 
formula, "habitus quo inchoatur vita aeterna in nobis," is definitely dynamic and affective 
in its connotations; it has the philosophic background of a metaphysic of final causality, 
applied to the problem of human beatitude. In sum, I think it can be said that what 
Chenu has called "theologically the chief truth" about faith, its relation to the beatific 
vision ("La psychologie de la foi dans la th6ologie du xiii siecle," tildes d'histoire littiraire 
et doctrinale du xiii sticle, II, 172), captured Scheeben's religious imagination; but his 
intelligence, which was not speculative in the philosophic sense, failed to penetrate it. 
At that, he stands alone among nineteenth-century theologians in his seizure and exten
sive use of this idea; and this is greatly to his credit. 

NOTE.—The following is a catalogue of Scheeben's writings that deal directly or in
directly with the problem of faith; I add the manner of their citation in the foregoing 
article. 

Natur und Gnade. Versuch einer systematischen Darstellung der natiirlkhen und 
iibernatiirlichen Lebensordnung im Menschen. Hrsg. mit einem Vorwort von M. 
Grabmann. Munchen, 1922. (Cited as NuGn.) 

Handbuch der katholischen Dogmaiik. Freiburg i. Br., 1873 (Band I), 1878 (Band 
II). (Cited as Dogm., (n.) 785.) 

" Glaube," Kirchenlexkon, Wetzer und Welte, 2. Aufg., V (1888), Sp. 616-74. (Cited 
as"Glaube,"(col.)623.) 

Das Okumenische Concil vom Jahre 1869: Periodische Blatter zur MUteilung und 
Besprechung der Gegenstblnde, wekhe sich auf die neueste Kirchenversammlung beziehen. 
Bande I-III. Regensburg, 1870-71. (Cited as Concil, I, (p.) 234.) This periodical 
was continued under the title: Periodische Blatter zur Besprechung der grossen religiosen 
Fragen der Gegenwart. Bande IV-XI. Regensburg, 1872-82. The following articles 
may be noted: 

"Das allgemeine Concilium und die Wissenschaft," I (1869), 100-18. 
"Die Infallibilitatshetze," I (1869), 229-42. 
"Die dogmatische Constitution defide catholka," 11(1870), 118-38. 
"Erlauterungen zu der dogmatischen Constitution de fide catholka," II (1870), 

217-85. 
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finality; the other is a grasp of the data of religious psychology. How
ever, it was not Scheeben's fault that he lived in the nineteenth 
century. 

"Die erste dogmatische Constitution iiber den Primat," II (1870), 303-33; 341-87. 
"Die Bewegung gegen den p&pstlichen Unfehlbarkeit in Deutschland," II (1870), 

416-30. 
"Die theologische und praktische Bedeutung des Dogmas von der Unfehlbarkeit 

des Papstes, besonder in seiner Beziehung auf die heutige Zeit: 2. Die Unfehlbarkeit 
des Papstes und der katholische Glaube," III (1871), 504r-46. 

"Beitr^ge zur Characteristik der modernen H&resie und der durch dieselbe bedingten 
Aufgabe der Kirche in unserer Zeit," IV (1872), 1-14; 53-75; 129-41; 228-41. 

"Der Liberalismus als System vom theologischen Gesichtspunkt betrachtet," 
VII (1875), 172-92; 258-82; 289-302; 449-72. 

"Gedanken iiber das christliche Autoritatsprinzip und seine Bedeutung fur unsere 
Zeit," X (1878), 1-9; 49-64; 97-112; 155-68; 204-20; 241-67. 
(I was not able to establish with certainty Scheeben's authorship of the three last-
named articles; but they are undoubtedly his.) 

Some of Scheeben's contributions—articles and reviews—to the periodical, Der 
Katholik, would be of interest in a study of his doctrine on the supernatural; of value 
for his early ideas on faith is the article, "tfber den Unterschied und das Verhaltnis 
von Philosophic und Theologie, Vernunft und Glauben," Katholik (1863,1), 641-65; 
(1863, II), 267-300. 




