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Abstract

This article examines Thomas Aquinas’s critique of Peter Lombard’s controversial claim 
that the charity with which we love God and neighbor is the Holy Spirit himself. It 
discusses three interpretations of the Lombard’s position, analyses Aquinas’s objections 
to each of them, and presents Aquinas’s own developing view of  the relation between 
charity and the Holy Spirit. In his Scriptum super Sententiis, Aquinas attacks the Lom-
bard’s position as interpreted by the English Dominican Richard Fischacre, who tenta-
tively argued that the Holy Spirit ‘co-constitutes’ human acts of charity either by means 
of a (quasi-)hypostatical union with the mind of the believer (i), or by means of a con-
cursus simultaneus with the believer in the act of charity (ii). From the Lectura romana 
onwards, Aquinas is no longer concerned with Fishacre’s position. He rather reads the 
Lombard as maintaining that the Holy Spirit is the sole principle of the act of charity 
in the believer, without a mediating form or habit (iii). Aquinas maintains that the 
Lombard’s position is mistaken on each of these three interpretations. Instead of being 
the Holy Spirit himself, Aquinas argues, charity is a created habitual form in the soul 
of the believer, which enables the free and full participation of human beings in the 
divine love.

1. Introduction: “Magister fuit hic deceptus”

In a recent article, Philipp Rosemann has pointed out that despite 
contemporary scholarly neglect, “Peter Lombard’s very deliberate 
identification of the love of God and neighbor with the Holy Spirit 
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40 G. ZUIJDWEGT

is theological dynamite.”1 When the Lombard wrote his Sentences, he 
was quite aware of the controversial status of his teaching on the 
uncreated nature of charity. He observes that, although all Catholics 
agree that the Holy Spirit is the caritas of the Father and the Son, 
nevertheless “that the same [Holy Spirit] is the caritas with which we 
love God and neighbor is denied by most.”2 No wonder then, that 
the famous seventeenth distinction of the first book of the Sentences 
— in which this doctrine appears — provoked such lively debates 
among medieval theologians.3 The most influential detractor of Peter 
Lombard’s view was Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274). In his second 
(unfinished) attempt at a Sentences commentary, he leaves no doubt 
as to his evaluation of the Lombard on this point: “Magister fuit hic 
deceptus.”4 Such a harsh judgment by the Doctor Communis on the 
Magister Sententiarum stands in need of explanation. 

Contemporary academic discussions regularly touch upon Aqui-
nas’s disagreement with the Lombard over the nature of charity, and 
this has even resulted in some minor polemics.5 These summary treat-
ments, however, lack precision and comprehensiveness. The present 

1. Ph.W. ROSEMANN, “Fraterna dilectio est Deus: Peter Lombard’s Thesis on Charity 
as the Holy Spirit,” in: T.A.F. KELLY – Ph.W. ROSEMANN (eds.), Amor amicitiae: On 
the Love that is Friendship: Essays in Medieval Thought and Beyond in Honor of the Rev. 
Professor James McEvoy, Leuven 2004, pp. 409-436, p. 410. 

2. PETER LOMBARD, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae, I, d. 17, c. 6.1, ed. I.M. BRADY, 
Grottaferrata 1971, pp. 148-149: “[…] omnes catholici concedunt, scilicet quod Spiritus 
Sanctus sit caritas Patris et Filii; quod autem ipse idem sit caritas qua diligimus Deum et 
proximum, a plerisque negatur.” Unless otherwise indicated, I follow the English transla-
tion presented by ROSEMANN, “Peter Lombard’s Thesis,” pp. 412-424.  

3. This is not to suggest that the Lombard’s theory was strikingly original or that it 
had no followers. In fact, as Aage Rydstrøm-Poulsen has shown, Peter Lombard’s identi-
fication of charity, as the gift of the Holy Spirit, with its giver was neither unprecedented 
nor uninfluential, and it is ultimately rooted in Augustine’s theology of grace. Cf. 
A. RYDSTRØM-POULSEN, The Gracious God: Gratia in Augustine and the Twelfth Century, 
Copenhagen 2002, esp. pp. 380-434. 

4. THOMAS AQUINAS, Lectura romana in primum Sententiarum Petri Lombardi, d. 17, 
q. 1, a. 2, resp., ed. L.E. BOYLE, O.P. — J.F. BOYLE, Toronto 2006, p. 191. 

5. Cf. e.g., Y. CONGAR, “Aimer Dieu et les hommes par l’amour dont Dieu aime?” 
in: Revue des Études augustiniennes 28 (1982), pp. 86-99; E.-H. WÉBER, O.P., “Éléments 
néoplatoniciens en théologie mystique au XIIIème siècle,” in: K. RUH (ed.), Abendländische 
Mystik im Mittelalter, Stuttgart 1986, pp. 196-217; G. PHILIPS, L’union personnelle avec 
le Dieu vivant, Leuven 1989; M. COLISH, Peter Lombard, 2 vols., Leiden 1994; ROSE-
MANN, “Peter Lombard’s Thesis”; ID., Peter Lombard, Oxford 2004; M. COCCIA, “Credit 
Where Credit is Due: St. Thomas Aquinas Versus Peter Lombard on the True Nature 
of Charity,” in: Doctor Angelicus 5 (2005), pp. 165-178. Mario Coccia somewhat 
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paper attempts to trace the development of Aquinas’s response to the 
Lombard by reviewing the four occasions on which he explicitly 
addresses the question “whether charity is something created in the 
soul or is the Holy Spirit himself.”6 Aquinas deals with Peter Lom-
bard’s teaching twice in a direct commentary on the Sentences. The 
first of these was by the young Thomas (1252-1256), commenting 
on the Sentences in order to formally become magister at the Univer-
sity of Paris.7 The second was by a more mature Thomas (1265/66), 
lecturing on the Sentences once again in Rome.8 The third and the 
fourth times that Aquinas deals with Peter Lombard’s view are from 
the same period towards the end of Thomas’s life (1270-1272), a 
more concise treatment in the Summa theologiae (IIa IIae, q. 23, a. 2) 

over-vigorously defends the superiority of Aquinas’s position in the Scriptum and the 
Lectura romana against Rosemann’s (guarded) commendation of that of the Lombard. 

6. THOMAS AQUINAS, Quaestio disputata de caritate, a. 1, in: Quaestiones disputatae, 
vol. 2, ed. P. BAZZI et al., Rome 1953, p. 753: “Utrum caritas sit aliquid creatum in anima 
vel sit ipse Spiritus Sanctus.” The other occasions are: Scriptum super libros Sententiarum 
Magistri Petri Lombardi, I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, ed. R.P. MANDONNET, Paris 1929, 
p. 391: “Utrum caritas sit aliquid creatum in anima”; Lect., d. 17, q. 1, a. 2, p. 191: 
“Utrum illud [sc. lumen supernaturale ad diligendum Deum] sit quid creatum vel increa-
tum”; Summa theologiae, II-II, q. 23, a. 2, in: Opera Omnia, ed. Leon., vol. 8, Rome 
1895, p. 164: “Utrum caritas sit aliquid creatum in anima.” 

7. Cf. J.-P. TORRELL, O.P., Saint Thomas Aquinas: Volume 1: The Person and His 
Work, trans. R. ROYAL, Washington, DC 1996, pp. 39-45. 

8. Tolomeo of Lucca already witnessed to the existence of this (unfinished) Sentences 
commentary. However, until the Leonine commission responsible for the critical edition 
of Aquinas’s works stumbled upon ms. Lat. 95 in Lincoln College, Oxford, no trace of 
this commentary was known. In this manuscript, Aquinas’s first Sentences commentary is 
accompanied by marginal notes in a different hand, forming, most probably, a reportatio 
by a student among Aquinas’s audience during his lectures on the Sentences in Rome. 
Leonard Boyle, who also presented the first edition of these lectures, was the first to 
conclusively establish the authenticity of the work. Cf. L.E. BOYLE, O.P., “‘Alia lectura 
fratris Thome’,” in: Mediaeval Studies 45 (1983), pp. 418-429; TORRELL, Saint Thomas, 
pp. 45-47. Recently, Adriano Oliva has argued that Aquinas probably already lectured on 
the Sentences earlier during his Italian sojourn (1259-1269), that is, before his stay in 
Rome, which commenced in 1265. As a consequence, Oliva opts for the title Alia lectura 
to refer to these lectures. Although a slightly earlier date and a different (Italian) prove-
nance for at least the rudiments of these lectures cannot be ruled out, I retain the common 
designation of Lectura romana. Cf. A. OLIVA, O.P., “L’enseignement des Sentences dans les 
studia dominicains italiens au XIIIe siècle: l’Alia lectura de Thomas d’Aquin et le Scriptum 
de Bombolognus de Bologne,” in: K. EMERY – W.J. COURTENAY – S.M. METZGER (eds.), 
Philosophy and Theology in the Studia of the Religious Orders and at Papal and Royal Courts, 
Turnhout 2012, pp. 49-73. 
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42 G. ZUIJDWEGT

and a more elaborate discussion in the Quaestio disputata de caritate.9 
The first two parts of this paper will be devoted to analyzing Aqui-
nas’s distinct treatments of the problem with due historical and theo-
logical precision. A short concluding part is devoted to the relevance 
of Aquinas’s position to a theology of deification. 

The question whether our charity is actually the Holy Spirit him-
self could be regarded as a subset of considerations pertaining to the 
problem of deification. Most medieval discussions of deification 
focused on the Christological issue of whether human beings become 
through grace what the Son is by nature: God sine omni distinctione.10 
The pneumatological counterpart to this question is the one raised by 
the Lombard when he considers whether human beings love — 
through grace — with the very love with which God loves by nature, 
i.e., the Holy Spirit. As we will see, this question stands at the heart 
of the debate over created grace between Aquinas and Peter Lombard. 

2.  Aquinas’s Understanding of the Lombard: the Magister and the 
quidam

The most recent in depth discussion of Aquinas’s interpretation of 
the teaching of the Lombard is to be found in an almost forgotten 
theological past, in the vehement and at times discourteous debate 
that unfolded almost a century ago between two renowned Neo-
Thomists, Franz Zigon, theology professor in Görz, and Johann 
Stufler, S.J., from Innsbruck.11 Zigon and Stufler agreed on the basic 

9. For the dating of these parts of Aquinas’s works, cf. TORRELL, Saint Thomas, 
pp. 201-207 and 336. On the relation between the Quaestiones disputatae and the Summa, 
cf. Lottie Kendzierski’s introduction to THOMAS AQUINAS, On Charity, ed. L.H. KEND-
ZIERSKI, Milwaukee 1960, pp. 4-6. 

10. For this notion and the phrase, cf. Votum Theologorum Avenioniensum, a. 19 (Acta 
Echardiana), in: MEISTER ECKHART, Die deutschen und lateinischen Werke. Die lateinischen 
Werke, vol. 5, ed. L. STURLESE, Stuttgart 2000, p. 581, 10. 

11. The occasion for the debate was Stufler’s Divi Thomae Aquinatis doctrina de Deo 
operante in omni operatione naturae creatae praesertim liberi arbitrii, Oeniponti (Innsbruck) 
1923. The debate continued with the following exchanges: F. ZIGON, “S. Thomae a. 1. 
de Caritate et praemotio physica,” in: Divus Thomas [Freiburg] 2 (1924), pp. 24-34; 
J. STUFLER, “Der erste Artikel der Quaestio disp. de Caritate des hl. Thomas,” in: 
Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie 48 (1924), pp. 407-422; F. ZIGON, “Der Begriff der 
Caritas beim Lombarden, und der hl. Thomas,” in: Divus Thomas [Freiburg] 4 (1926), 
pp. 404-424; J. STUFLER, “Petrus Lombardus und Thomas von Aquin über die Natur der 
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outlines of Peter Lombard’s teaching. In explaining the invisible mis-
sion of the Holy Spirit (his presence in the hearts of the believers), 
the Lombard claims that the same Holy Spirit, who is “the love of 
the Father and the Son with which they love each other, as well as 
us,” is also “the love or charity with which we love God and 
neighbor.”12 Basing himself (exclusively) on Augustine, Peter Lom-
bard stresses this understanding of charity throughout his seventeenth 
distinction.13 Yet, the precise nature of the Lombard’s identification 
of the Holy Spirit with charity is by no means clear, and it gave rise 
to two questions in the debate between Stufler and Zigon: (i) Does 
Peter Lombard identify our charity with the Holy Spirit to the exclu-
sion of the Father and the Son? (ii) Does Aquinas interpret the Lom-
bard in this way?

The controversy between Zigon and Stufler centered on the proper 
interpretation of De caritate a. 1, but had ample recourse to Scriptum 
I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1. On the basis of the Scriptum, Zigon maintained 
that with regard to the interpretation of Aquinas’s De caritate, it must 
be understood that (i) “the Lombard understands caritas solely as the 
Holy Spirit in distinction from the Father and the Son,” and that (ii) 
“saint Thomas’s arguments against the Magister stem from this inter-
pretation [of the Lombard], so that his refutation can only be cor-
rectly understood on this condition.”14 Zigon justifies this interpreta-
tion by appealing to the Lombard’s assertion that, “while fraternal 

caritas,” in: Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie 51 (1927), pp. 399-408. While mentioning 
(some of) these exchanges, the more recent treatments noted above refrain from discussing 
the content of this controversy. 

12. PETER LOMBARD, Sent., I, d. 17, c. 1.2, p. 138, 8-11: “Spiritus Sanctus amor est 
Patris et Filii, quo se invicem amant et nos […] ipse idem Spiritus Sanctus est amor sive 
caritatis, qua nos diligimus Deum et proximum.”  

13. ID., Sent., I, d. 17, c. 1.3, p. 143, 2: “dilectio ipsa, qua diligimus Deum vel 
proximum, Deus est”; Sent., I, d. 17, c. 1.4, p. 143, 13-15: “fraternam dilectionem […] 
Deus esse”; Sent., I, d. 17, c. 2, p. 144, 6: “Spiritus Sanctus caritas est”; Sent., I, d. 17, 
c. 3, p. 144, 26-27: “Spiritus Sanctus caritas est qua diligimus Deum et proximum”; Sent., 
I, d. 17, c. 6.9, p. 152, 4 and 9: “Est ergo caritas vere Spiritus Sanctus,” “Caritas ergo 
Spiritus Sanctus est.” Cf. also Sent., III, d. 23, c. 9, p. 148, 4-5: “Caritas enim Spiritus 
Sanctus est”; Sent., III, d. 27, c. 3, p. 163, 6-7: “Eadem sane dilectio est qua diligitur 
Deus et proximus; quae Spiritus Sanctus est.” 

14. ZIGON, “Der Begriff,” p. 424: “1. Der Lombarde versteht unter der Caritas nur 
den Heiligen Geist im Unterschiede von Vater und Sohn. Und 2. der hl. Thomas führt 
von hier ausgehend seine Beweisgründe gegen den Magister ins Feld, so daß seine Wid-
erlegung bloß unter dieser Voraussetzung richtig erfaßt werden kann.”  
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44 G. ZUIJDWEGT

love is God, it is neither the Father nor the Son, but only the Holy 
Spirit who is properly (proprie) called ‘love’ or ‘charity’ in the 
Trinity.”15 Stufler, on the other hand, argues that Zigon mistakes the 
Lombard’s meaning, and that in his Sentences commentary, Aquinas 
had others in view who taught (i), not the Master himself.16 Let us 
discuss these questions in order.

2.1. The Teaching of the Master

As Stufler points out, the Lombard explicitly maintains that all God’s 
operations ad extra are the work of the whole, undivided Trinity.17 
In consequence, it would be inconsistent for the Lombard to hold 
that the Holy Spirit alone, without the Father and the Son, moves us 
to act charitably. In his well-known book on Peter Lombard’s doc-
trine of grace, Johann Schupp confirms Stufler’s insight. Although 
Peter Lombard proposes a special union between the Holy Spirit and 
the believer, this union is not (ontologically) specified in Zigon’s 
sense. It is clear, moreover, that the Lombard does not regard this 
union as hypostatic (i.e., parallel to the union of the Son and human 
nature in the incarnation).18 Hence, according to Schupp, Stufler was 
right to hold that although the Lombard envisages a special union 
between the Holy Spirit and the soul, the specific motio to the act of 
love is only appropriated to the Holy Spirit; it is not the Holy Spirit 
himself.19 

Rosemann follows Schupp and Stufler in this matter.20 To support 
his position, he appeals to the Lombard’s assertion that “Love … 

15. PETER LOMBARD, Sent., I, d. 17, c. 2, p. 143, 23-25: “Cum autem fraterna dilec-
tio sit Deus, nec Pater est, nec Filius est, sed tantum Spiritus Sanctus, qui proprie in 
Trinitate dilectio vel caritas dicitur.” Cf. ZIGON, “Der Begriff,” p. 405. 

16. STUFLER, “Petrus Lombardus,” pp. 400-402. 
17. ID., “Der erste Artikel,” pp. 410-411. Cf. PETER LOMBARD, Sent. I, d. 15, c. 1.2, 

p. 131, 6: “[…] communis sit et indivisa operatio trium personarum”; Sent., III, d. 1, 
c. 3.1, p. 26, 13: “indivisa sint opera Trinitatis.” 

18. J. SCHUPP, Die Gnadenlehre des Petrus Lombardus, Freiburg 1932, pp. 220 and 
222. 

19. Ibid., pp. 224-225 (my emphasis): “Es scheint nach diesen Zeugnissen ziemlich 
sicher, daß Lombardus zwar eine spezielle unio des Hl. Geistes mit der Seele annimmt, 
(wie er sich dieselbe denkt, sagt er uns nicht), daß aber die motio zum Liebesakt dem Hl. 
Geist nur appropriiert wird. In diesem Punkt dürfte I. Stufler Recht behalten.” 

20. ROSEMANN, “Peter Lombard’s Thesis,” pp. 425-426. 
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which is from God and is God, is properly [proprie] the Holy Spirit 
… through [which] the whole Trinity dwells within us.”21 Since the 
work of the Holy Spirit allows the entire Godhead to dwell in the 
soul, we should read the Lombard’s argument as “an appropriation 
of charity to the Holy Spirit.”22 Our charity, in other words, is not 
an essential or personal distinguishing mark of the activity of the 
Holy Spirit, but an effect that belongs to the whole Trinity, and is 
only attributed to the Holy Spirit on the basis of a certain resem-
blance to his character.23 On this reading, Zigon seems to have missed 
the point, since appropriation presupposes, by definition, the activity 
of the whole Trinity.24 Yet, Zigon’s case is not so easy to dismiss. To 
understand why, we need to turn to Albert the Great’s discussion 
of the Lombard’s seventeenth distinction in his commentary on the 
Sentences.

Like Aquinas, Albert explicitly disagrees with the Master, and 
emphatically states that “the charity by which we habitually love God 
and neighbor is not the Holy Spirit.”25 He continues: “However, the 
Holy Spirit — by appropriation, not properly (appropriate, non pro-
prie) — is the charity by which we effectively love God and neighbor: 
for the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit work it jointly in us, 
although [it is] the Holy Spirit by appropriation (appropriate), because 
he is properly (proprie) charity, and in this way he is the example of 

21. PETER LOMBARD, Sent., I, d. 17, c. 4.2, p. 145, 25-28 (my emphasis); ROSEMANN, 
“Peter Lombard’s Thesis,” p. 426. 

22. ROSEMANN, “Peter Lombard’s Thesis,” p. 426. 
23. On appropriation, see the older but still very helpful article by A. CHOLLET, 

“Appropriation aux personnes de la Sainte Trinité,” in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, 
vol. 1.2, Paris 1903, pp. 1708-1717. For more recent discussions, cf. J. CHÂTILLON, 
“Unitas, Aequalitas, Concordia vel Connexio. Recherches sur les origines de la théorie 
thomiste des appropriations” in: A.A. MAURER – É. GILSON (eds.), St. Thomas Aquinas, 
1274-1974. Commemorative Studies, vol. 1, Toronto 1974, pp. 337-379; T.L. SMITH, 
Thomas Aquinas’ Trinitarian Theology, Washington, DC 2003, ch. 3.  

24. As Chollet (“Appropriation,” p. 1708) points out, “Pour bien saisir de la nature 
de l’appropriation, il faut observer que la chose appropriée à une personne divine ne lui 
est pas cependant attribuée en propre à l’exclusion des autres personnes.” 

25. ALBERTUS MAGNUS, Commentarii in I Sententiarum, d. 17, A, a. 1, sol., in: Opera 
Omnia, vol. 25, ed. A. BORGNET, Paris 1893, p. 464: “contradicendum est Magistro in 
ista parte […] charitas qua habitualiter diligimus Deum et proximum, non est Spiritus 
sanctus.” All translations from this text are my own. For a brief discussion of the first 
article of this distinction, cf. PHILIPS, L’union personnelle, pp. 124-126. 
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our charity.”26 So, while the whole Trinity works charity in us (on the 
basis of the unity of the operations of the Godhead ad extra), it is 
appropriated to the Holy Spirit. The clause “ipse est proprie caritas” 
must be understood in light of Albert’s discussion of Sentences I, 
d. 10, where he contends that, when considering each of the distinct 
persons of the Trinity, only the Holy Spirit can be properly (proprie) 
called charity.27 In consequence, we can regard the Holy Spirit — the 
love proprie between the Father and the Son — as the example or 
prototype for our charity. And this is why we attribute our charity 
specifically to the activity of the Holy Spirit.

It is clear that in Albert’s interpretation at least, Peter Lombard did 
not teach that our charity is only appropriated to the Holy Spirit. 
Zigon’s suggestion that Aquinas understood the Lombard as teaching 
that caritas is the work of the Holy Spirit alone, to the exclusion of 
the Father and the Son, has some prima facie plausibility then, since 
Aquinas’s teacher, Albert the Great, seems to have understood the 
Lombard’s position that way. In order to gain some more clarity, 
let us consider how Aquinas himself understood the matter in his 
Sentences commentary.

2.2.  The Lombard in Aquinas’s Scriptum: The Explanation of the 
quidam

In the solutio of his discussion of the question whether charity is 
something created in the soul, Aquinas maintains that “the Master 
… would have it that charity is not some habit created in the soul, 
but is only an act that is from free will moved by the Holy Spirit, 
whom he calls charity.”28 To this, however, he adds: “In order to 
explain this, certain people (quidam) have said…” and then follows 

26. ALBERTUS MAGNUS, In I Sent. d. 17, A, a. 1, sol., pp. 464-465: “[…] sed Spiritus 
sanctus appropriate non proprie est charitas qua effective diligimus Deum et proximum: 
hoc enim efficient in nobis communiter Pater et Filius et Spiritus sanctus, licet appropri-
ate Spiritus sanctus, quia ipse est proprie charitas, et sic est exemplar nostrae charitatis.” 

27. ID., In I Sent., d. 10, C, a. 4, sol., p. 316: “charitas duplex est: est enim persona-
lis, et essentialis: et personalis dicitur Spiritus sanctus proprie, ita quod nullus alius.” 

28. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 394: “Magister […] vult 
quod charitas non sit aliquis habitus creatus in anima; sed quod sit tantum actus qui est 
ex libero arbitrio moto per Spiritum sanctum, quem charitatem dicit.” Unless otherwise 
indicated, the translation used is taken from THOMAS AQUINAS, On Love and Charity: 
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the explanation.29 As Marie-Dominique Chenu points out, these 
quidam are usually contemporary, or at least recent interpreters of 
older authorities.30 These quidam are the second focal point of the 
discussion between Stufler and Zigon; that is, the question whether 
or not they present what Aquinas considered to be the Lombard’s 
view. According to Zigon they did, and therefore Aquinas’s argu-
ments against them can legitimately be transposed to contexts where 
Aquinas does not mention their explanation of the Lombard, such as 
the first article of De caritate — the bone of contention between 
Zigon and Stufler. According to Stufler, on the other hand, Aquinas 
clearly distinguishes between the position of the quidam and that of 
Peter Lombard, so that Aquinas’s response to them in the Scriptum 
has no bearing on the interpretation of De caritate a. 1.31

The explanation offered by these authors is twofold; it consists of 
an analogy and a theological position. The analogy is from light, and 
is immediately derived from Aristotelian physics. “Light,” according 
to this theory, “can be considered in two ways — either as it is in 
itself, and from that vantage it is called light; or as it is in the extrem-
ity of a limited diaphanous, and from that vantage point it is called 
color.”32 Now these quidam conceive the relation between the Holy 
Spirit and charity along the lines of this analogy: “The Holy Spirit, 
considered in himself, is called Holy Spirit and God, but considered 
as existing in the soul that he moves to the act of charity, he is called 

Readings from the “Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard,” trans. P.A. 
KWASNIEWSKI – T. BOLIN, O.S.B. – J. BOLIN, Washington, DC 2008. 

29. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 394: “ad cujus explana-
tionem, quidam dixerunt” (my translation). 

30. M.-D. CHENU, O.P., Toward Understanding Saint Thomas, trans. A.-M LANDRY, 
O.P. – D. HUGHES, O.P., Chicago 1963, pp. 136-137. 

31. Cf. ZIGON, “Der Begriff,” pp. 413-414; STUFLER, “Der erste Artikel,” pp. 410-
412; ID., “Petrus Lombardus,” pp. 400-402. 

32. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 394: “lux dupliciter potest 
considerari, vel prout est in se, et sic dicitur lux; vel prout est in extremitate diaphani 
terminati, et sic lux dicitur color.” For Aquinas’s interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of 
light, see his commentaries on De Anima and De sensu et sensato: THOMAS AQUINAS, A 
Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima, ed. R. PASNAU, New Haven 1999; ID., Commentar-
ies on Aristotle’s On sense and what is sensed and On memory and recollection, ed. K. WHITE 
– E.M. MACIEROWSKI, Washington, DC 2005. For the text from Aristotle’s De sensu that 
this passage is based on, see note 64 below. For a history of medieval thinking on light, 
cf. K. HEDWIG, Sphaera Lucis: Studien zur Intelligibilität des Seienden im Kontext der 
mittelalterlichen Lichtspekulation, Münster 1980. 
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charity.”33 To justify this claim, they propose a daring theological 
position: “Just as the Son united human nature to himself alone, 
although in this uniting there was the operation of the whole Trinity, 
so the Holy Spirit unites the will to himself alone, although in this 
uniting there is the operation of the whole Trinity.”34 Hence, as 
Christ was uncreated, so is the charity by which we love God and 
neighbor. It is the product of the Holy Spirit’s unity with our soul. 
Aquinas’s answer to this proposal is straightforward: “This cannot 
stand!”35 

According to Aquinas, these quidam ignore an important distinc-
tion with regard to the union of the Son with human nature on the 
one hand and that of the Holy Spirit with the will on the other. The 
former union is hypostatic, hence, “numerically the same act belongs 
at once to a divine Person and to the human nature assumed.”36 In 
other words, because of the hypostatic union, in Christ the Son and 
human nature can both perform one and the same act. Now there is 
no hypostatic union between the will and the Holy Spirit, “the will 
of one or another saint is not assumed into unity of the Holy Spirit’s 
supposite (suppositum).”37 “Operation,” however, or action, “has 
unity and diversity from the supposite (suppositum).”38 Hence, given 
that the Holy Spirit and the will of the just person are not substan-
tially or hypostatically united, they cannot both perform one and the 
same act. Zigon takes this reply to the quidam as Aquinas’s response 
to Peter Lombard himself. In consequence, Zigon can transpose the 
decisive argument in this context (“operatio a supposito unitatem 
habeat et diversitatem”) to the other places where Aquinas discusses 

33. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 394: “Spiritus sanctus, prout 
in se consideratur, Spiritus sanctus et Deus dicitur; sed prout consideratur ut existens in 
anima, quam movet ad actum charitatis, dicitur charitas.”  

34. Ibid.: “sicut Filius univit sibi naturam humanam solus, quamvis sit ibi operatio 
totius Trinitatis; ita Spiritus sanctus solus unit sibi voluntatem, quamvis ibi sit operatio 
totius Trinitatis.” 

35. Ibid.: “hoc non potest stare” (my translation). 
36. Ibid.: “idem actus numero est personae divinae et naturae humanae assumptae” 

(my translation).  
37. Ibid.: “voluntas alicujus sancti non assumitur in unitatem suppositi Spiritus 

sancti” (my translation).  
38. Ibid.: “operatio a supposito unitatem habeat et diversitatem” (my translation). 
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the Lombard’s teaching.39 The question, however, is whether Peter 
Lombard and his defenders can be identified so easily.

2.3. Do the Magister and the quidam Agree?

Two considerations point against the idea that Aquinas simply iden-
tified Peter Lombard’s position with that of the quidam who 
‘explained’ him. First, Albert the Great already distinguishes between 
those who explained the Lombard’s position and Peter Lombard him-
self. In fact, Albert’s quidam employ the same arguments as Aquinas’s 
quidam. First, they put forth the analogy from light, “just as light can 
be considered in two modes of being: either as it is in itself or as it is 
in the extremity of the diaphanous at a limited body, where it is the 
hypostasis and essence of colors” so the Holy Spirit has being in him-
self (as “the light of the soul”), and in “the will conformed to him” 
as charity.40 Secondly, these quidam construe the Holy Spirit’s “union 
with a rational creature” as parallel to the union of the Son with our 
nature, albeit “a much lower union.”41 Before demolishing their argu-
ments, Albert comments: “This is foolish, because in the third [book] 
of the Sentences it is proven that the Holy Spirit is in no 
way able to be united [to something].”42 Hence, Albert turns the 

39. ZIGON, “Der Begriff,” p. 418: “Ich halte sodann jene Aufstellung des hl. Thomas: 
“cum operatio …” – für die Grundlage des ganzen Gegenbeweises wider den Magister, 
und zwar von entscheidender Bedeutung auch für de Carit. a. 1 und II-II q. 23 a. 2.”  

40. ALBERTUS MAGNUS, In I Sent., d. 17, A, a. 1, sol., p. 464: “Et sicut lux duplex 
habet esse, scilicet in se, et in perspicui extremitate ad corpus terminatum, et ibi est 
hypostasis et essentia colorum, ut dicit Philosophus: ita dicunt, quod Spiritus sanctus in 
se animam illuminat, et sic habet actum gratiae quam dicunt esse lucem animae: et habet 
esse in voluntate sibi conformi, et ibi habet esse per rationem charitatis.” For the text from 
Aristotle’s De sensu that this passage is based on, see note 64 below. 

41. Ibid.: “et hanc unionem cum creatura rationali dicunt, licet sit operative trium 
personarum, quia omnes simul operantur eam, tamen sibi et in se unitive non esse nisi 
Spiritus sancti, non Patris, neque Filii: sicut etiam Filius univit sibi naturam nostram, et 
ipsam unionem fecerunt communiter et indivisibiliter tres personae: sed sibi et in se non 
univit naturam nostram nisi Filius […] et ideo [Spiritus sanctus] univit sibi voluntatem, 
licet longe inferiori unione, quam Filius sibi univit carnem.”  

42. Ibid.: “hoc fatuum est: quia in tertio Sententiarum probatur, quod Spiritus sanctus 
nullo modo unibilis est.” Philips (L’union personnelle, p. 125) takes ‘in tertio Sententiarum’ 
to refer to Albert’s own commentary, and remarks, “Le troisième Livre a sans doute oublié 
cette promesse, car il n’en comporte pas la moindre trace.” This position is mistaken on 
two counts. First, Albert’s argument would be entirely misguided if he referred to his own 
volume. The only reason why the position of the quidam can be ‘foolish,’ is because they 
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Lombard against his own defenders, arguing that the Master expressly 
denies the position they attribute to him.43 Since Albert clearly dis-
tinguishes between the quidam and the Lombard, then, it seems 
inconceivable that Aquinas would identify their respective positions.44 

Secondly, in his three later treatments of the matter, Aquinas does 
not mention the two distinctive arguments of the quidam who are 
mentioned in the Scriptum, i.e., the analogy from light and the union 
of the Holy Spirit with the will.45 From the Lectura romana onwards, 

did not read the Lombard properly. Secondly, Albert does deal with this problem in his 
Sentences commentary. In Sent., III, d. 1, the Lombard discusses (i) why the Son took on 
flesh, (ii) whether the Father or the Holy Spirit could have or can become incarnate, and 
(iii) in what way the whole Trinity is operative in the incarnation. Albert comments that 
although the Master holds that it is possible for the Holy Spirit to become incarnate, he 
also contends that it is not fitting (congruentius) (cf. PETER LOMBARD, Sent., III, d. 1, 
c. 1.3, p. 25, 1). Now, since God never does anything that is not fitting, the Holy Spirit 
cannot and could not have become incarnate (ALBERTUS MAGNUS, In III Sent., d. 1, C, 
a. 10, sol., in: Opera Omnia, vol. 28, ed. A. BORGNET, Paris 1894, pp. 15-16). In In III 
Sent., d. 1, D, a. 11, ad 2, p. 18, Albert becomes even more explicit: “only the Son is able 
to be united to the flesh” (“solus Filius est unibilis carni”). Hence, although the Lombard 
does not explicitly talk about the unibilitas of the Holy Spirit, for Albert his text can only 
be understood in one way: “Spiritus sanctus nullo modo unibilis est.” Cf. In I Sent., 
d. 16, B, a. 6, sol., p. 451, where Albert – in another discussion of the Holy Spirit’s abil-
ity to be united to a creature – also appeals to the third book of the Sentences, to argue 
that in the Holy Spirit “non attenditur ratio unibilitatis.”  

43. In addition, this argument shows that Albert did not understand the Lombard’s 
contention that the Holy Spirit is proprie charity as necessarily entailing a (quasi-)hypo-
static union between the Holy Spirit and the will.  

44. Bonaventure, whose lectures on the Sentences in Paris nearly coincided with Aqui-
nas’s, clearly follows Albert in this regard. He too responds to quidam who propose an 
analogy from light and a (quasi-)hypostatic union between the Holy Spirit and the will 
of the believer. Like Albert, he clearly distinguishes their position from that of the Lom-
bard: “I do not believe, that the Master was of this opinion in this manner” (“non credo 
quod Magister hoc modo fuerit huius opinionis”). Moreover, Bonaventure (Commentaria 
in quator libros Sententiarum Magistri Petri Lombardi, I, d. 17, a. 1, q. 1, resp., in: Opera 
Omnia, vol. 1, Quaracchi 1882, p. 294) adduces the same reason as Albert for his convic-
tion: “This position cannot stand, because the Holy Spirit is not able to be united [to 
something]” (“haec positio non potest stare, quia Spiritus sanctus non est unibilis”). It 
should be noted that unlike Albert the Great and Bonaventure, Aquinas does not argue 
against the quidam on the basis of the Holy Spirit’s not being unibilis. Cf. also THOMAS 
AQUINAS, Scriptum super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombardi, III, d. 1, q. 2, a. 3, sol., ed. 
R.P. MOOS, O.P., Paris 1933, p. 36-37. Here Aquinas discusses whether the Father and 
the Holy Spirit could have or can become incarnate and concedes that – speaking from 
the perspective of God’s omnipotence (potentia absoluta) – both the Father and the Spirit 
could have and can.  

45. Cf. STUFLER, “Petrus Lombardus,” p. 402 on the complete lack of correspondence 
between De car., a. 1 and Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1. 
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Aquinas focuses solely on the Lombard’s position itself.46 As we have 
seen, in the Scriptum Aquinas understands Peter Lombard to teach 
that (our) charity “is only an act (tantum actus), which is from free 
will moved by the Holy Spirit, whom he calls charity.”47 In his later 
writings Aquinas clarifies his interpretation of the Lombard on this 
point. In the responsio of the Lectura romana, Aquinas distinguishes 
between charity as meaning either “the act itself (actum ipsum) or the 
principle of the act.”48 Now with regard to “the very act (ipsum 
actum) of love, which is to love … the Master asserts this to be some-
thing created.”49 With regard to the principle of this act however, the 
Master was deceived, because he thought that in the act of charity 
— in contrast to the other virtues — “the Holy Spirit does not move 
[us] by means of some habit, but immediately.”50 This clarification 
of the Lombard’s position is further elaborated in De caritate.

What might have contributed to the debate between Stufler and 
Zigon is that the quidam of the Scriptum resurface again in De caritate 
a. 1. This gives at least some initial plausibility to the theory that 
Aquinas is dealing with the same views here. “Some thinkers 
(quidam),” Aquinas argues, “have held that the charity in us by which 
we love God and neighbor, is none other than the Holy Spirit, as the 

46. Coccia, the only author who treats the Lectura romana in his discussion of 
Aquinas’s response to the Lombard, entirely overlooks this evident change of perspective. 

47. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 394. Cf. supra, n. 28. 
48. ID., Lect., d. 17, q. 1, a. 2, resp., pp. 191-192: “actum ipsum vel principium 

actus.” Unless otherwise indicated, the translation used is taken from Kwasniewski et al. 
(AQUINAS, On Love and Charity). 

49. ID., Lect., d. 17, q. 1, a. 2, resp., p. 192: “ipsum actum dilectionis qui est diligere, 
[et] hunc posuit Magister quid creatum.”  

50. Ibid.: “[ad actum vero caritatis] non movet Spiritus Sanctus mediantibus aliquibus 
habitibus, sed immediate” (my translation). In the Scriptum, this distinction seems to be 
implied, but is not made explicit. The third sed contra of Scriptum, I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, 
illuminates Aquinas’s reasoning on this point: If human charity is the Holy Spirit (as the 
Lombard maintains), it can be so in two ways: either because the human being has the 
divine being itself (“habet ipsum divinum esse”), or because the human being has in itself 
some effect of God (“habeat in se aliquem effectum Dei”). The quidam argue for the first 
position, and are dismissed by Aquinas. On the second position, there are two further 
options. Either this effect of the Holy Spirit is only an act (“tantum actus”), or it is some 
habit (“aliquis habitus”). Aquinas obviously opts for the latter position, whereas the Lom-
bard appears to take the former (compare the use of the same phrase “tantum actus” in 
the solutio). It is implied (but not explicitly stated) that this act is itself something created. 
Cf. Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, s.c. 3, p. 393.  
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Master makes clear.”51 “To gain a fuller understanding of this 
opinion,” Aquinas argues, “it must be known, that the Master held 
that the act of love by which we love God and neighbor is something 
created in us, just like the acts of the other virtues.”52 In fact, Aquinas 
sharply adds, “it would have been ridiculous to say that the very act 
(ipse actus) of love we experience when we love God and neighbor is 
the Holy Spirit himself.”53 Instead, the Lombard bases his distinction 
between charity and the other virtues on the conviction that the Holy 
Spirit “moves the soul to its act of love directly through himself, 
without any habit.”54 Nevertheless, the opinion of the Lombard “can-
not stand at all.”55 

In the Summa, Aquinas makes the same point without reference to 
any quidam. Just as in De caritate a. 1, Aquinas argues that “it is not 
his [Peter Lombard’s] intention [to assert] that this movement of love 
by which we love God is the Holy Spirit himself, but that this move-
ment of love is from the Holy Spirit, unmediated by any habit.”56 The 
point Peter Lombard wants to make, according to Aquinas, is not the 
identity of the Holy Spirit with the act of love or even with the motio 
to this act, but the fact that a person is moved to the act of love 
directly by the Holy Spirit, without the mediation of a created habit 
(as with the other theological virtues). In all three treatments of the 
Lombard’s identification of charity with the Holy Spirit after the 
Scriptum, then, Aquinas ignores the question of a special union 

51. ID., De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “quidam posuerunt, quod caritas in nobis, qua 
diligimus Deum et proximum, non sit aliud quam Spiritus sanctus, ut patet per Magis-
trum.” Unless otherwise indicated, the translation used is taken from THOMAS AQUINAS, 
Disputed Questions on Virtue, trans. J. HAUSE – C. EISEN MURPHY, Indianapolis / Cam-
bridge 2010. 

52. ID., De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “actum dilectionis quo Deum et proximum, 
Magister posuit quoddam creatum in nobis, sicut et actus ceterarum virtutum” (my trans-
lation).  

53. Ibid.: “Ridiculum autem fuisset dicere, quod ipse actus dilectionis, quem exper-
imur dum diligimus Deum et proximum, sit ipse Spiritus Sanctus” (my translation).  

54. Ibid.: “movet voluntatem immediate per seipsum absque aliquo habitu.” 
55. Ibid.: “[Sed] haec opinio omnino stare non potest” (my translation). The 

remainder of Aquinas’s argument deals with this opinion, and not with that of any 
quidam. 

56. ID., Summa theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 2, resp., p. 165: “Nec est sua [sc. Petri Lom-
bardi] intentio quod iste motus dilectionis quo Deum diligimus sit ipse Spiritus sanctus, 
sed quod iste motus dilectionis est a Spiritu Sancto non mediante aliquo habitu” (my 
emphasis). All translations from the Summa are my own. 
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between the will and the Holy Spirit (to the exclusion of the Father 
and the Son). Instead, he focuses more immediately on the Lom-
bard’s own position, and attempts to clarify it by means of an addi-
tional distinction.57 For Aquinas, the pivotal text in the Lombard’s 
seventeenth distinction is not the one Zigon singles out,58 but the 
Lombard’s assertion that, “[the Holy Spirit] brings about the act of 
loving only through himself, without the medium of any virtue.”59 

It is clear, then, from Aquinas’s later treatments of the matter that 
he considers the Lombard wrong for reasons other than those that led 
him in the Scriptum to reject the view of the quidam explaining the 
Lombard’s view. In consequence, Zigon’s conviction that the argu-
ment against these people can be transposed to De caritate and the 
Summa is mistaken. It remains to be seen, however, who these quidam 
are who receive so much attention in the Sentences commentaries of 
Albert and Aquinas.

2.4. The Teaching of Richard Fishacre 

Although it is impossible to be certain about the identity of all the 
authors Albert and Aquinas refer to as quidam in this particular mat-
ter, the principal proponent of their position can be identified because 
of the pioneering work of Artur Landgraf in the 1920s and 1930s. 
In a two-part article, Landgraf published Richard Fishacre’s (c. 1200-
1248) commentary on Sentences I, d. 17.60 Fishacre was the first 

57. It is of no consequence to the argument of this paper whether or not Aquinas’s 
understanding of the Lombard’s position – as an interpretation of the Lombard’s position 
– is better or more natural than the interpretation of the quidam. What matters is that 
Aquinas levels objections against both of the positions in question: (i) the Lombard’s posi-
tion as Aquinas himself understood it in the Scriptum and, in nuanced form, in his later 
work, and (ii) the Lombard’s position as understood by the quidam.  

58. PETER LOMBARD, Sent. I, d. 17, c. 2, p. 143, 23-25: “Cum autem fraterna dilectio 
sit Deus, nec Pater est, nec Filius est, sed tantum Spiritus Sanctus, qui proprie in Trinitate 
dilectio vel caritas dicitur.” Cf. ZIGON, “Der Begriff,” p. 405; supra, pp. 43-44. 

59. PETER LOMBARD, Sent. I, d. 17, c. 6.8, p. 151-152, 28-1: “Diligendi vero actum 
per se tantum, sine alicuius virtutis medio operatur” (my translation). 

60. A. LANDGRAF, “Anfänge einer Lehre vom concursus simultaneus in XIII. Jahrhun-
dert,” in: Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médiévale 1 (1929), pp. 202-228 & 338-355. 
Cf. also F. MITZKA, “Anfänge einer Konkurslehre in 13. Jahrhundert,” in: Zeitschrift für 
katholische Theologie 54 (1930), pp. 161-179; J. AUER, Die Entwicklung der Gnadenlehre 
in der Hochscholastik, vol. 1, Freiburg 1942, pp. 88-89; PHILIPS, L’union personnelle, 
pp. 73-75, 158; RYDSTRØM-POULSEN, Gracious God, pp. 428-434.  
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theologian to write a Sentences commentary at the University of 
Oxford, and he took sides with the Lombard on the question of the 
identity of charity with the Holy Spirit.61 For all intents and pur-
poses, Fishacre’s appears to be the first commentary to witness to the 
two distinctive elements of the quidam’s explanation found in Albert 
and Aquinas, (i) the analogy from light, and (ii) the idea of a special 
union between the Holy Spirit and the will.62 

Through the Aristotelian analogy from light, Fishacre attempts to 
clarify the specific sense in which he adheres to the doctrine of the 
Lombard: “If I say […] human charity is God, I mean it, and I say 
[it is] the truth according to the Master, but I say [it] not entirely 
[without qualification].”63 An example will show this, he adds. Light 
has being in itself, and as color “at the extremity of the diaphanous 
[body], to which it is incorporated and becomes in some way one 
with it” according to Aristotle’s dictum “color est lux in extremitate 
perspicui.”64 Hence, color, as “incorporated light,” is the union of 

61. Cf. LANDGRAF, “Anfänge,” pp. 340-341; RYDSTRØM-POULSEN, Gracious God, 
pp. 429-430. For an excellent overview and interpretation of the debates that character-
ized Oxford theology at the time, especially that on the inner-Trinitarian role of the Holy 
Spirit, cf. R. WOOD, “Early Oxford Theology,” in: G.R. EVANS (ed.), Mediaeval Com-
mentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, vol. 1, Current Research, Leiden 2002, 
pp. 289-343. 

62. The extent of the influence of Fishacre’s commentary on Albert and Aquinas is 
difficult to assess. As R. James Long observes: “What effect, if any, Fishacre’s work had 
on his younger confrere Thomas Aquinas is uncertain.” In view of Aquinas’s extensive 
response to Fishacre’s defense of the Lombard in his Sentences commentary, the fact – 
although not the extent – of this effect can be regarded as certain. A similar conclusion 
can be drawn with regard to Albert. Cf. R.J. LONG, “The Beginning of a Tradition: The 
Sentences Commentary of Richard Fishacre, OP,” in: Mediaeval Commentaries, pp. 345-
357, p. 352.  

63. RICHARD FISHACRE, In I Sent., d. 17, c. 10, p. 351, 130-133: “Si ergo dico cari-
tatem hominis Deum, dico quidem et verum dico secundum magistrum, sed non omnino 
dico.” The text can be found in LANDGRAF, “Anfänge,” pp. 348-355. All translations are 
my own. 

64. Ibid., 133-136: “Exemplo hoc pateat: Lux habet quoddam esse in se, et secundum 
hoc lux dicitur. Habet et quoddam esse in extremitate perspicui, cui incorporatur et fit 
unum quoquomodo ei. Et sic dicitur nomine alio, scilicet color. Ut enim dicit Aristoteles, 
color est lux in extremitate perspicui.” Fishacre refers here to the Translatio vetus of Aris-
totle’s De sensu (Perì aîsqßsewv kaì aîsqjt¬n). The exact wording for this phrase, how-
ever, might well have been mediated by the treatise De generatione stellarum, commonly 
ascribed to Robert Grosseteste (c. 1175-1253). Closely following the Translatio vetus of 
De sensu, Grosseteste remarks, “Color est lux in extremitate perspicui in corpore termi-
nato.” Cf. G. GALLE, “The Anonymous Translator of the Translatio vetus of De sensu,” 
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light with the diaphanous body.65 This example provides the model 
for Fishacre’s understanding of the unity of the Holy Spirit with the 
will. “In the same way,” he argues, “God has being in Himself, 
according to the Master, and in this way He is called God or Holy 
Spirit. He also has being in the created will, to which He is united in 
some way through grace, and in this way He is properly called our 
charity. Charity, according to the Master, is God in the latter, not the 
former way.”66 As color is the product of the unity of light and 
the transparent medium, so charity is the product of the unity of the 
Holy Spirit and the will. Given the tentative character of his explana-
tion, it seems plausible that the analogy from light and its application 
represent Fischacre’s original attempt to clarify the precise way in 
which the Lombard understood the identification of charity with 
God. 

As Fishacre admits, however, this argument only shows that char-
ity “is not a creature, but God; not however, that it is the person of 
the Holy Spirit.” In fact it seems that the whole Trinity is united to 
the mind, so that “charity is not more the Holy Spirit than the 
Father or the Son.”67 This, however, goes against the Lombard’s 
dictum that “while fraternal love is God, it is neither the Father nor 
the Son, but only the Holy Spirit who is properly (proprie) called 
‘love’ or ‘charity’ in the Trinity.”68 Fishacre clearly sees the problem: 

in: Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 50 (2008), pp. 105-150, p. 108. For Fishacre’s so-
called ‘metaphysics of light’, cf. R.J. LONG – T.B. NOONE, “Fishacre and Rufus on the 
Metaphysics of Light: Two Unedited Texts,” in: J. HAMESSE (ed.), Roma, magistra mundi: 
itineraria culturae medievalis: Mélanges offerts au Père L.E. Boyle à l’occasion de son 
75e anniversaire, Louvain-la-Neuve 2008, pp. 517-548. 

65. RICHARD FISHACRE, In I Sent., d. 17, c. 10, p. 351, 136-138: “et quia hanc 
unionem lucis et extremitatis perspicui concomitatur accidens quoddam, istud vocamus 
etiam eodem nomine, quo lucem incorporalem, et dicimus ipsum esse colorem.”  

66. Ibid., 143-147: “Similiter secundum magister Deus habet esse in se et sic Deus 
vel Spiritus Sanctus dicitur. Habet et esse in voluntate creata, cui ex gratia quoquomodo 
unitur, et sic proprie caritas nostra dicitur. Non ergo caritas secundum magistrum est 
Deus tantum, sed Deus sic.”  

67. Ibid., p. 352, 161-165: “Ostendunt enim dicte rationes quoquo modo, quod 
[caritas] creatura non est, sed Deus; non tamen, quod persona Spiritus Sancti. Et videtur, 
quod, cum tota Trinitas, scilicet essentia divina uniatur menti spiritualiter, quod ipsa sic 
unita debet dici caritas mentis. Nec tunc caritas erit magis Spiritus Sanctus quam Pater 
vel Filius.”  

68. PETER LOMBARD, Sent., I, d. 17, c. 2, p. 143, 23-25: “Cum autem fraterna dilec-
tio sit Deus, nec Pater est, nec Filius est, sed tantum Spiritus Sanctus, qui proprie in 
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“What then would the Master say?”69 His answer is phrased as a 
question: 

If the person of the Son was able to be united to the soul of Christ in such 
a way that neither the Father nor the Spirit were united to it by that union, 
why could not the Holy Spirit in like manner, [albeit] in a much lesser and 
dissimilar union, be united to the mind in such a way that neither the Father 
nor the Son [are united to it] by that union, granted that the whole Trinity 
would be present to that very mind and in some way united [to it], and [that] 
this unity — whatever it is — of the Spirit with the mind would be brought 
about by the whole Trinity, just as it is in Christ? So that, as it was fitting 
only for the person of the Son to be united to human nature, it would also 
be fitting only for the person of the Spirit to be united, although very differ-
ently, to the human will?70

Here we encounter — in a careful formulation (“valde minori 
unione”, “valde dissimiliter”) — the exact idea of a (quasi-)hypostatic 
union repudiated by Albert and Aquinas. 

It must be noted, however, that Fishacre does not take it upon 
himself to defend this view, although it does seem to him to follow 
from St. Paul’s words, “Whoever belongs to God is one spirit with 
him.”71 To the two provisional answer-questions, he responds: 

Trinitate dilectio vel caritas dicitur.” Fishacre (In I Sent., d. 17, c. 10, p. 352, 161-162) 
states: “Contra quod videtur esse, quod dictum est dist. 17 c. 3: cum autem dilectio.” He 
adds, “Quid ergo? Mentitur Augustinus et magister?” and offers an initial possible 
response. Rydstrøm-Poulsen (Gracious God, p. 433) mistakenly takes this as Fishacre’s 
final position. He argues that Fishacre maintains the unity of the whole Trinity with the 
human mind, but that, “since this union is brought about by the divine goodness, it is 
right to call this reality the Holy Spirit as bonitas.” Fishacre (In I Sent., d. 17, c. 10, 
p. 352, 173-175) does indeed suggest this solution, but he immediately refutes it by add-
ing, “Sed non videtur hoc sufficere ad hoc, quod dicit magister. Sic enim non magis esset 
caritas Spiritus Sanctus quam bonitas vel benignitas.” 

69. Ibid., 175: “Quid igitur diceret magister?” 
70. Ibid., 175-183: “Si potuit persona Filii anime Christi uniri ita, quod nec Pater 

nec Spiritus illa unione ei uniretur, quare non similiter valde minori unione et dissimili 
potest Spiritus Sanctus uniri menti ita, quod nec Pater nec Filius illa unione, licet ipsi 
menti sit presens tota Trinitas et aliquo modo unita, et illam qualemcumque unionem 
Spiritus cum mente tota Trinitas operata sit, sicut et in Christo? Ut, sicut decuit tantum 
personam Filii uniri nature humane, sic et deceat tantum Spiritus personam uniri, licet 
valde dissimiliter, voluntati humane?”  

71. Ibid., 184-186: “Licet hoc videatur innuere apostolus dicens Cor 6: ‘qui adheret 
Deo unus Spiritus est’” (cf. 1 Cor. 6:17). While Aquinas does not mention Fishacre’s 
appeal to this text, Albert the Great and Bonaventure do in their respective Sentences 
commentaries (cf. ALBERTUS MAGNUS, In I Sent., d. 17, A, a. 1, sol., p. 464; BONAVEN-
TURE, Comm., I, d. 17, a. 1, q. 1, resp., p. 294). 
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“I don’t know. I assert nothing.”72 After considering some further 
arguments, he raises a possible objection that reaches the same con-
clusion as that of Aquinas in the Scriptum. If it is maintained that 
both the Holy Spirit and the soul perform the act of love, a problem 
arises: “Because the action of the creator is his substance and the 
action of a creature is accidental, they necessarily do not unite in one 
action.”73 Fishacre’s responsio is as tentative as his earlier theories: 
“Without asserting anything, as it seems to me, with the greatest pos-
sible probability, I retain the sentence of the Master.”74 To the objec-
tion, he then responds, 

The Master could say that this love (diligere) is an action of the soul, yet it 
is an act of God. Just as, since in any action the principal cause is God, an 
action by any creature is surely an action of [that] creature, yet [it is] an act 
of God, because He brought it about by His action, which is His essence. 
A soul cannot be meritorious in an action, if God does not perform it 
together with the soul, by His action.75

This, as Landgraf points out, is Fishacre’s tentative solution to the 
identity of charity with the Holy Spirit: “a concursus simultaneus of 
God with the meritorious acts of human beings.”76 

For Aquinas, this solution does not suffice. In a clear reference to 
Fishacre’s last argument, he observes that — on the principle “operatio 

72. RICHARD FISHACRE, In I Sent., d. 17, c. 10, p. 352, 184: “Nescio. Nichil assero.” 
Rydstrøm-Poulsen (Gracious God, 433) does not appear to accord due weight to Fishacre’s 
reservations. 

73. RICHARD FISHACRE, In I Sent., d. 17, c. 10, p. 353, 211-212: “Contra: cum actio 
creatoris sit substantia eius et actio creature accidens, necessario non conveniunt in unam 
actionem.” Cf. supra p. 48. 

74. Ibid., 219-220: “Sine assertione, prout michi videtur, probabilius quo possum, 
tueor sententiam magistri.”  

75. Ibid., 221-226: “Ad primum ergo dicere posset magister, quod illud diligere est 
actio anime, sed actum Dei. Sicut, cum in qualibet actione principalis causa sit Deus, actio 
quelibet creature est quidem creature actio, sed actum Dei, quod egit per suam actionem, 
que est sua essentia. Nec potest anima in hanc actionem meritoriam, nisi Deus sua actione 
agat cum anima.” 

76. LANDGRAF, “Anfänge,” p. 342: “Die Verteidigung dieser Lehre von der Identität 
zwischen “caritas” und Heiligem Geist ward endlich für Fishacre zum Anlass einen “con-
cursus simultaneus” Gottes zu den verdienstlichen Akten des Menschen aufzustellen.” 
Franz Mitzka (“Anfänge,” p. 167) challenges this interpretation of Fishacre, and finds the 
origins of the concursus simultaneus in a later, anonymous Sentences commentator, against 
whom Aquinas is arguing in De caritate. Johann Auer (Entwicklung, p. 89) rightly dis-
misses this suggestion as “durchaus unbegründet.” 
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a supposito unitatem habeat et diversitatem” — there can be no “one 
operation of the will and of the Holy Spirit, except in the way in which 
God works in anything whatsoever.”77 Fishacre’s appeal to first or prin-
cipal causality is inadequate, however, since it does “not suffice for the 
perfection of operation” — which is what charity as love of God and 
neighbor evidently is — because in matters of perfection “operation 
follows the conditions of the proximate cause … and not of the first 
cause.”78 The proximate cause, however, is the human being in his or 
her capacity to will and to act. In consequence, for Aquinas, there can 
be no “perfect operation of the will through which it is united to the 
Holy Spirit, if there is no habit perfecting the operative power 
(potentia).”79 Nor can “an act of will be like the Holy Spirit, if there is 
no likeness of the Holy Spirit in the soul through some form, which is 
the principle of the act by which we are conformed to the Holy Spirit.”80

These considerations allow us to finally resolve the debate between 
Stufler and Zigon. As Landgraf points out, Fishacre’s (rudimentary) 
idea of a concursus simultaneus disappeared from view after his death, 
and only resurfaced in the sixteenth century, in the writings of the 
Jesuit Luis de Molina (1535-1600), who proposed a supernatural 
concursus simultaneus of God to the human act of love as the only 
proper solution to the problem of grace and freedom. The intricacies 
of the Molinist position are of course far beyond the scope of this 
paper.81 Yet, we can conclude that Zigon rightly points out that in 

77. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 394: “non potest esse quod 
intelligatur esse una operatio voluntatis et Spiritus sancti, nisi per modum quo Deo oper-
atur in qualibet re.”

78. Ibid.: “iste modus non sufficit ad operationis perfectionem; quia operatio conse-
quitur conditiones causae proximae in necessitate et contingentia et perfectione et hujus-
modi, et non primae causae” (my translation). 

79. Ibid.: “Unde non est intelligere quod sit operatio perfecta voluntatis per quam 
uniatur Spiritui sancto, nisi sit ibi habitus perficiens potentiam operativam” (my transla-
tion and emphasis). 

80. Ibid.: “nec potest esse similitudo actus voluntatis ad Spiritum sanctum, nisi sit 
similitudo Spiritus sancti in anima per aliquam formam, quae est principium actus quo 
Spiritui sancto conformetur” (my translation and emphasis). 

81. For a technical but lucid discussion, cf. J. POHLE, “Molinism,” The Catholic Ency-
clopedia, vol. 10, New York 1911, pp. 437-441. The lively debate between Jesuit Molin-
ists (Stufler, Mitzka, et al.), and defenders of a Bañezian praemotio physica (Zigon, the 
Dominican Reginald Schultes, et al.) in the pages of the Zeitschrift für katholische Theolo-
gie and Divus Thomas throughout the 1920s, forms the wider context of the discussion 
between Stufler and Zigon on Aquinas’s interpretation of the Lombard. For recent 
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Scriptum, I, d. 17, a. 1, Aquinas combats some form of a concursus 
simultaneus; Zigon mistakenly equates it with the Lombard’s position, 
however. Stufler, on the other hand, is right in pointing out that it 
is not at all clear whether Peter Lombard held this notion. Stufler is 
wrong, however, in holding that the idea of a concursus simultaneus is 
not to the point in the Scriptum. Yet, Stufler is right in maintaining 
that the debate about a concursus simultaneus is absent from Aquinas’s 
later treatments of the Lombard’s position. Now that the puzzle of 
the relation between the Lombard and the quidam of the Scriptum is 
solved and Aquinas’s response to the latter is discussed, we are finally 
in a position to investigate Aquinas’s reply to the Lombard himself.

3. Aquinas’s Response to the Lombard’s Position

So far, we have seen how Aquinas’s perspective on the Lombard in 
his later works diverges from his approach to the quidam in the Scrip-
tum; we have also considered how Aquinas argues against the latter 
position, which (apparently) first surfaced in Fishacre. What remains 
to be seen, however, is how Aquinas argues against the Lombard’s 
position and how he solves the problem of the relation between 
charity and the Holy Spirit. By the time of De caritate, a. 1, and 
Summa theologiae, IIa IIae, q. 23, a. 2, both Aquinas’s argument 
against the Lombard and Aquinas’s own position are well developed. 
There, the decisive argument against the identification of charity with 
the Holy Spirit is that it is incompatible with human freedom. In 
Aquinas’s two earlier treatments, this consideration is absent and 
other argumentative venues are pursued. What is common to all four 
discussions, however, is that Aquinas answers two questions, (i) what 
charity is, and (ii) how charity is related to God. We will look in turn 
at these answers, as they appear in Aquinas’s four consecutive discus-
sions of the Lombard’s position.82

analytical discussions of the Molinist position, cf. K. PERSZYK (ed.), Molinism: The 
Contemporary Debate, Oxford 2011. 

82. For convenience’s sake, we will treat De caritate before the Summa, although 
I know of no compelling historical argument to date the former before the latter. Content-
wise, however, it does seem to me more likely that Aquinas’s discussion in the Summa is 
a summary of De caritate than that De caritate would be an elaboration of the argument 
of the Summa. 
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3.1. The Scriptum

Drawing on 1 Cor. 13, Aquinas bases his argument in the Scriptum 
on the assertion “that the soul’s entire goodness is from charity,” since 
without charity, the soul is nothing.83 Now how can this goodness 
come about? To present his argument, Aquinas draws a parallel with 
the natural good life, that is, the civic or political life. The political 
life is shaped by acquired virtue, which does two things: “it makes 
the one who has it good, and it renders his work good.” “Much more 
so, then, does charity do this.”84 In order to do so, however, charity 
must be a created habit (habitus creatus) for two reasons, which cor-
respond to the two effects of acquired virtue. First, since “all being is 
from some inhering form,” the ‘being good’ of the soul in the state of 
grace, cannot be understood “apart from the charity and grace inform-
ing it.”85 Secondly, because “an act is proportioned to an operative 
power,” a perfectly good act (i.e., the act of charity) can only come 
from a power “perfected by a habit.”86 We can summarize the under-
lying argument as follows: The supernatural virtue of charity changes 
the created subject in two ways, first, it offers a new way of being 
(forma) and secondly, it offers a new power of acting (habitus). 
Because it supernaturally changes the created 
subject in this way, it is itself created.87

Aquinas’s determination of the nature of charity, then, is that it is 
a habit and a form, giving a certain being/existence and a way of act-
ing to the human being. This is the only way to explain the effects of 
charity — making us good and making our acts good — which are 
incomprehensible on the Lombard’s theory. With regard to the rela-
tion between charity and God, Aquinas remarks that charity, as a 

83. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 393: “tota bonitas ipsius 
animae est ex charitate: unde quantum bona est tantum habet de charitate; et si charitate 
non habeat, nihil est, sicut dicitur in I Corinth., XIII.”  

84. Ibid.: “Virtus autem politica duo facit: quia facit bonum habentem, et opus ejus 
bonum reddit. Multo fortius igitur hoc facit charitas” (my translation). 

85. Ibid.: “omne esse a forma aliqua inhaerente est […] ita non potest intelligi quod 
anima sit bona in esse gratuito sine charitate et gratia informante ipsam.”  

86. Ibid., pp. 393-394: “Similiter etiam, cum actus proportionetur potentiae operati-
vae sicut effectus propriae causae, impossibile est intelligere quod actus perfectus in bon-
itate sit a potentia non perfecte per habitum.” As we have seen (supra, p. 58), Aquinas 
adduces the same two arguments against Fishacre’s argument from first causality. 

87. Cf. COCCIA, “Credit,” pp. 167-168.  
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habit, “is indeed from the whole Trinity as efficient cause, but flows 
from love, which is the Holy Spirit, as exemplar cause.”88 That is, the 
habit (not the act) of charity is given being through an act of the 
whole Trinity, while it is appropriated to the Holy Spirit, on whose 
activity the habit of charity is intentionally modeled as its exterior 
form.89 It is only in this way, that one can say — as the Lombard 
does — that “the Holy Spirit is the love by which we love God and 
neighbor.”90 

3.2. The Lectura romana

The Lectura romana clearly represents an in-between stage in the 
development of Aquinas’s argument, and bears the unmistakable 
marks of a student’s reportatio. While Aquinas presents the more lucid 
analysis of the Lombard’s position we also find in De caritate and the 
Summa, he adds rather colloquially that for Peter Lombard the Holy 
Spirit ‘takes the place’ of the habit in the soul.91 Moreover, Aquinas’s 
disagreement with the Master is much more pronounced in Lectura, 
d. 17, q. 1, a. 2 than in any of his other treatments, giving us a taste, 
perhaps, of the liveliness of his lectures: “The Master was deceived,” 
“he was deceived,” “on this account, he was deceived,” “this opinion 
is mistaken and impossible.”92 In line with the different emphasis of 
the Lectura romana, Aquinas draws on the Scriptum’s distinction 

88. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 394: “[habitus] quidem 
efficienter est a tota Trinitate, sed exemplariter manat ab amore, qui est Spiritus Sanctus.” 
Cf. Summa contra gentiles, IV, c. 21, in: Opera Omnia, ed. Leon., vol. 15, Rome 1930, 
p. 81a16-21: “[…] amor quo Deum diligimus, est proprium repraesentativum Spiritus 
Sancti. Et sic caritas quae in nobis est, licet sitt effectus Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, 
tamen quadam speciali ratione dicitur esse in nobis per Spiritum Sanctum.” 

89. Cf. P.A. KWASNIEWSKI, Supplement to On Love and Charity: Readings from the 
Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, Washington, DC 2008, pp. 34-35; 
G. EMERY, O.P., La Trinité créatrice. Trinité et creation dans les commentaires aux Sentences 
de Thomas d’Aquin et de ses précurseurs Albert le Grand et Bonaventure, Paris 1995, 
pp. 399-400; WÉBER, “Eléments,” pp. 205-206. 

90. THOMAS AQUINAS, Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, sol., p. 394: “[…] Spiritus Sanctus 
sit amor quo diligimus Deum et proximum.”  

91. ID., Lect., d. 17, q. 1, a. 2, resp., p. 192: “loco habitus qui movet voluntatem esset 
ipse Spiritus Sanctus in anima.” 

92. Ibid., pp. 191-192: “Magister fuit […] deceptus,” “fuit deceptus,” “propter hoc 
deceptus,” “haec opinio est erronea et impossibilis.”  
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between the effect of the Holy Spirit as an act and as a habit of 
charity to present two closely related arguments.

The first is a variant on the third sed contra in Scriptum, I, d. 17, 
q. 1, a 1. Because “the Holy Spirit dwells in human beings by means 
of an effect,” when someone does not have that effect, he or she does 
not have the Holy Spirit.93 On the Lombard’s position, however, the 
effect is to actually love (actu diligere). In consequence, “the Holy 
Spirit will not be in someone except when he is actually loving.”94 
This position, Aquinas argues, is “in every way incongruous,” because 
not even someone in a state of grace is always actually loving, neither 
would someone who is asleep have the effect of the Holy Spirit.95 The 
second argument also proceeds from this notion of ‘actual love’. 
Because “the act of love is the noblest act … one ought to be disposed 
in the noblest way to the noblest act.”96 This disposition can only be 
achieved, however, through the Holy Spirit. Hence, one has the Holy 
Spirit not only when one actually loves, but also before, “so that the 
Holy Spirit may dispose him to perform that act well and easily.”97 
Aquinas’s approach in the Lectura romana, then, centers on the 

93. Ibid., p. 192: “Spiritus Sanctus habitat in hominibus per effectum” (my transla-
tion and emphasis). 

94. Ibid.: “non erit Spiritus Sanctus in aliquo nisi quando actu diligit.”  
95. Ibid.: “et sic cum homo non semper diligat actu, etiam existens in gratia, sed 

quandoque sic quandoque non, sequetur quod non semper habeat Spiritum Sanctum et 
gratiam […] Sequetur etiam quod dormientes dum dormiunt non habeant effectum 
Spiritus Sancti scilicet gratiam cum non diligant actu, quae omnimoda inconveniens est 
dicere” (my translation). The argument of the third sed contra in the Scriptum is premised 
on the conviction that in charity God is present in believers in a way he is not in other 
creatures. If charity were an effect of the Holy Spirit only as an act, however, a sleeping 
believer would not have God’s presence in a manner different from other creatures 
(Script., I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, s.c., 3, p. 393: “Iste autem effectus non potest esse tantum 
actus; quia sic in justis dormientibus non esset alio modo quam in aliis creaturis”). This 
counter-argument is not applicable to Aquinas’s own notion of charity as a habit, because 
a habit concerns the perfection of the operative power, not the act as such. Hence, 
Aquinas can argue in Summa contra gentiles IV, c. 21, p. 81a27-32 that, since the Holy 
Spirit is in us by means of an effect, as long as we have the habit of charity (the effect), 
the Holy Spirit is in us: “necesse est ut, ubicumque est aliquis effectus Dei, ibi sit ipse 
Deus effector. Unde, cum caritas, qua Deum diligimus, sit in nobis per Spiritum Sanc-
tum, oportet quod ipse etiam Spiritus Sanctus in nobis sit, quandiu caritas in nobis est.” 

96. ID., Lect., d. 17, q. 1, a. 2, resp., p. 192: “actus dilectionis est nobilissimus; et ad 
nobilissimum autem actum debet nobilissime disponi.”

97. Ibid.: “Et ideo oportet quod non solum habeat Spiritum Sanctum quando 
actu diligit, sed quod etiam ante, ut scilicet disponat ad actum illum bene et faciliter 
agendum.”  
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Lombard’s assertion that the Holy Spirit moves a person to the act of 
love without the mediation of a habit. The consequence is that on 
the Lombard’s theory, someone only has the Holy Spirit when he or 
she actually loves. This, of course, is incongruous for the reasons 
Aquinas adduces. 

In addition to stylistic considerations, the provisional, unfinished 
nature of the Lectura romana is revealed in the remarkable absence 
from the text of a precise delineation of the nature of charity. Instead 
of the elaborate argument for charity as habit and form, we find the 
somewhat ambiguous conclusion: “As in the other infused virtues, the 
Holy Spirit brings about two effects: he moves (movet) a person to 
the act [of charity] and, beyond this, he enables (dat) the agent to act 
well and easily.”98 Without further clarification as to the nature of the 
movere and the dare (i.e., by means of form and habit), this statement 
could easily be understood as a variant of the Lombard’s 
position. Aquinas’s account of the relation between charity and God 
echoes the Scriptum, but is again not entirely clear. “Charity is the 
Holy Spirit himself by whom we love God effectively,” Aquinas argues, 
“and in this regard it is something uncreated because it is the Holy 
Spirit himself; but it is something created insofar as, in accordance 
with this very charity, we love God formally (formaliter).”99 As long 
as the formaliter is not specified as forma exemplaris, and the notion 
of habit is not introduced, Aquinas’s solution does not go much 
beyond that of Philip the Chancellor (c. 1160-1236), who simply 
distinguished between efficient and formal causality, and 
posited a created charity as the required formal cause of our charitable 
acts.100 It is only in De caritate and in the Summa that Aquinas’s 
arguments against the Lombard’s teaching and his own position take 
their definitive, lucid shape. 

98. Ibid.: “sicut in aliis virtutibus infusis, Spiritus Sanctus facit duos effectus: in quan-
tum movet ad actum, et in quantum supra hoc dat agenti quod bene et faciliter operetur” 
(my translation). 

99. Ibid.: “caritas est ipse Spiritus Sanctus quo diligimus Deum effective, et secundum 
hoc est quid increatum quia est ipse Spiritus Sanctus; est autem quid creatum in quantum 
secundum ipsam caritatem Deum formaliter diligimus” (my translation and emphasis).  

100. Cf. AUER, Entwicklung, p. 98. The relevant text of Philip the Chancellor can be 
found in LANDGRAF, “Anfänge,” pp. 225-228 (esp. p. 226). 

95589_RTPM_2012/1_02_Zuijdwegt.indd   6395589_RTPM_2012/1_02_Zuijdwegt.indd   63 10/08/12   10:2310/08/12   10:23



64 G. ZUIJDWEGT

3.3. De caritate

De caritate a. 1 is Aquinas’s most elaborate treatment of the question 
whether charity is something created in the soul or whether it is the 
Holy Spirit himself. His argument is strikingly clear, and brings the 
problem of human freedom to bear on the Lombard’s teaching for 
the first time. Aquinas levels three arguments against the Lombard’s 
position, of which the first is by far the longest.101 First, however, 
setting the stage for the actual argument, Aquinas discusses volun-
tariness in human actions. In order to do so, he draws a parallel 
between natural motion and voluntary (human) action. Just as natu-
ral motion is natural if and only if it “proceeds from an internal 
principle,” so a voluntary action is voluntary if and only if it proceeds 
from an internal principle.102 It is possible, of course, that an exterior 
agent moves some natural thing, as “when a rock is hurled upwards.”103 
Not even God could bring it about, however, that such a movement 
would be natural to the rock, “unless it were given another nature.”104 
Likewise, “God cannot make it the case that a human being’s motion, 
whether internal or external, is voluntary when it results from an 
external principle.”105 Hence, all human willing must be traced back 
to an internal principle, that is, the natural desire for happiness, our 
ultimate end (ultimus finis).106 

Now — and this is the first genuine argument against the Lombard 
— “an act which exceeds the whole capacity of human nature,” such 
as the act of charity, “can be voluntary for a human being only if 
something internal that perfects our will is added to human nature, 
so that this sort of act might result from an internal principle.”107 On 
the Lombard’s position, however, “an act of charity in human beings 

101. For this and the following, cf. STUFLER, “Petrus Lombardus,” p. 403. 
102. THOMAS AQUINAS, De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “a principio intrinseco procedant” 

(my translation). 
103. Ibid.: “Possibile autem est quod res naturalis ab aliquo exteriori agente ad aliquid 

moveatur non a principio intrinseco, puta cum lapis proiicitur sursum.” As noted above, 
I follow the translation of Hause and Murphy unless otherwise indicated. 

104. Ibid.: “nisi ei alia natura detur” (my translation). 
105. Ibid.: “non potest hoc divinitus fieri ut aliquis motus hominis vel interior vel 

exterior qui sit a principio extrinseco, sit voluntarius.”  
106. Ibid.; cf. STUFLER, “Petrus Lombardus,” p. 403. 
107. THOMAS AQUINAS, De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “Actus igitur qui excedit totam 

facultatem naturae humanae, non potest esse homini voluntarius, nisi superaddetur 
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does not proceed from some internal habit added to our natural 
power, but from the movement of the Holy Spirit.”108 Hence, one of 
two conclusions must follow: “either the act of charity is not volun-
tary” (because it is not from an internal principle) “or it does not 
exceed the capacity of [human] nature” (because it is from a natural 
internal principle).109 The first is impossible, “since the act of loving 
is itself a kind of willing”;110 the second “is heretical,” that is, 
Pelagian, since it maintains that we can have charity solely by nature, 
without grace.111 Leaving the heretical conclusion aside, then, 
Aquinas asserts that the first incongruity on the Lombard’s theory is 
“that an act of charity is not an act of the will.”112

Secondly, Aquinas points out that even if it is granted (dato) for 
argument’s sake (“angenommen, aber nicht zugegeben,” as Stufler 
puts it113) “that an act of the will could be totally (totaliter) from 
[something] external, like an act of the hand or the foot, it follows 
that, if the act of charity is only (solum) from an external moving 
principle, it would not be meritorious.”114 Why not? “Because every 
agent that does not act in accordance with its own form, but solely 
(solum) according as it is moved by something else, is only an instru-
mental agent; just like the axe acts in so far as an artisan moves it.”115 

naturae humanae aliquid intrinsecum voluntatem perficiens, ut talis actus a principio 
intrinseco proveniat.”  

108. Ibid.: “actus caritatis in homine non ex aliquo habitu interiori procedat naturali 
potentiae superaddito, sed ex motione Spiritus sancti” (my translation). 

109. Ibid.: “vel quod actus caritatis non sit voluntarius […] aut quod non excedat 
facultatem naturae” (my translation). 

110. Ibid.: “quod est impossibile, quia hoc ipsum diligere est quoddam velle.”  
111. Ibid.: “et hoc est haereticum.” 
112. Ibid.: “quod actus caritatis non sit actus voluntatis.” Although a variant reading 

omits the non, as E.M. Atkins points out, “the structure of the argument,” is definitely 
not “obscure,” as we have tried to show. Cf. THOMAS AQUINAS, Disputed Questions on the 
Virtues, ed. E.M. ATKINS and Th. WILLIAMS, Cambridge 2005, p. 111. 

113. STUFLER, “Petrus Lombardus,” p. 403. 
114. THOMAS AQUINAS, De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “dato quod actus voluntatis pos-

sit esse totaliter ab extrinseco, sicut actus manus vel pedis, sequetur etiam, si actus carita-
tis est solum a principio exteriori movente, quod non sit meritorius” (my translation). 

115. Ibid.: “Omne enim agens quod non agit secundum formam propriam, sed solum 
secundum quod est motum ab altero, est agens instrumentaliter tantum; sicut securis agit 
prout est mota ab artifice” (my translation). The analogy of the axe is slightly puzzling, 
since an axe does have a proper form, namely its sharpness, whereas it is precisely the 
existence of a proper form in the soul — the infused virtue of charity — that is denied 
by Peter Lombard. If we follow James Albertson’s understanding of instrumental causality 
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Hence, “if the soul does not perform an act of charity by means of a 
form proper [to it], but solely (solum) according to a movement given 
to it by an external agent, that is, the Holy Spirit, it will follow that 
with respect to this act it is only like an instrument.”116 This, how-
ever, would obliterate all human merit, since love “is the root of 
merit” and in order to be meritorious, acts of charity have to be up 
to us in some way — on this position, “it is not up to the human 
being to perform this act or not.”117 In consequence, we arrive at the 
second incongruity on the Lombard’s position: acts of charity are not 
meritorious. 

The third incongruity remotely echoes the second argument in the 
Lectura romana. Aquinas argues that those who have charity perform 
acts of charity readily and with delight. This is the case because 
“virtuous acts are delightful to us, because we are conformed to them 
in accordance with [our] habits, and we are inclined to them in the 
manner of a natural inclination.”118 In consequence, if charity is not 

in Aquinas, the stress should be on the solum/tantum in this passage. Only in so far as it 
is moved by an artisan, that is, only in so far as it is moved by some other form for some 
end, can the axe actually produce something definite and transcend its indeterminate 
cutting-power. Just as for Peter Lombard the soul can perform an act of charity only in 
so far as an entirely different form (the Holy Spirit) moves it. For Aquinas, on the other 
hand, it is only because some form is added to our nature that we can perform acts of 
charity and be meritorious. Cf. J.S. ALBERTSON, S.J., “Instrumental Causality in 
St. Thomas,” in: The New Scholasticism 28 (1954), pp. 409-435, esp. pp. 411-419. 
Cf. notes 117 and 128 below.  

116. THOMAS AQUINAS, De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “si anima non agit actum carita-
tis per aliquam formam propriam, sed solum secundum quod est mota ab exteriori agente, 
scilicet Spiritu sancto, sequetur quod ad hunc actum se habeat sicut instrumentum tan-
tum” (my translation).  

117. Ibid.: “Non ergo in homine est hunc actum agere vel non agere; et ita non 
poterit esse meritorius. Haec enim solum meritoria sunt quae in nobis aliquo modo sunt, 
et sic totaliter tollitur meritum humanum, cum dilectio sit radix merendi” (my transla-
tion). The agere vel non agere in this sentence seems to spell trouble for Albertson’s theory 
of instrumental causality (cf. note 115 above). Albertson maintains that “it is irrelevant 
to the instrumental character of a cause whether or not that cause must be put into act 
by another in order to exercise its own proper causality” (“Instrumetal Causality,” 
pp. 413-414). For Aquinas, however, the crucial point seems to be precisely that agere vel 
non agere distinguishes the instrumental from the principal cause. This principle, moreo-
ver, does apply very well to the analogy of the axe, which cannot itself choose to act, but 
is put into action by the artisan. Cf. note 128 below. 

118. THOMAS AQUINAS, De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “actus virtutum sunt nobis delec-
tabiles, quod secundum habitus conformamur ad illos, et inclinamur in illos per modum 
inclinationis naturalis” (my translation). Cf. ARISTOTLE, Ethica Nicomachea, I, 8, 1099a10-
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a habit, as the Lombard maintains, “the person who is in charity 
performs an act of charity neither readily, nor with delight.”119 Hence, 
the final incongruity on Peter Lombard’s theory is that acts of charity 
cannot be performed readily and with delight. On the basis of these 
three lucid and tightly structured arguments, Aquinas proposes his 
own solution to the problem of the nature of charity: “there must be 
a habit of charity created in us, which can be the formal principle of 
the act of love.”120 

After this very thorough delineation of the nature of charity, 
Aquinas proceeds to show how it is related to God. Although charity 
is a created habit, Aquinas argues, this does not exclude the Holy 
Spirit from being present in the believer. “The Holy Spirit, who is 
uncreated charity, is in the human being who possesses created 
charity, moving the soul to the act of love, just as God moves all 
things to their actions, to which they are inclined, however, by their 
own forms.”121 Hence, for Aquinas there is no contradiction between 
a real indwelling of the Holy Spirit and a habit of charity that is 
created. “This is how He (God) orders all things sweetly,” Aquinas 
observes quoting Wisdom 8:1, “because He gives everything forms 
and powers that incline them to what He moves them to, so that they 
tend to it without compulsion, but as it were of their own accord.”122 

21 and THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa theol., I-II, q. 59, a. 5, in: Opera Omnia, ed. Leon., 
vol. 6, Rome 1891, pp. 383-384. 

119. THOMAS AQUINAS, De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “homo qui est in caritate, ad 
actum caritatis non sit promptus, neque ipsum delectabiliter agat” (my translation). 

120. Ibid.: “oporteat esse quemdam habitum caritatis in nobis creatum, qui sit 
formale principium actus dilectionis” (my translation). 

121. Ibid.: “Nec […] excluditur quin Spiritus sanctus, qui est caritas increata, sit in 
homine caritatem creatam habente, movens animam ad actum dilectionis, sicut Deus 
movet omnia ad suas actiones, ad quas tamen inclinantur ex propriis formis” (my transla-
tion). Cf. Summa contra gentiles, IV, c. 22, p. 83b26-28, where Aquinas uses an argument 
similar to the one in De car., a. 1 to show that “Spiritus […] Sanctus sic nos ad agendum 
inclinat ut nos voluntarie agere faciat, inquantum nos amatores Dei constituit.” 

122. ID., De car., a. 1, resp., pp. 755-756: “Et inde est quod omnia disponit suaviter, 
quia omnibus dat formas et virtutes inclinantes in id ad quod ipse movet, ut in illud 
tendant non coacte, sed quasi sponte” (my translation). Neither Hause (Disputed Ques-
tions, p.102) nor Atkins (Disputed Questions, p. 111) translate quasi, while Kendzierski 
(On Charity, p. 22) translates it with “as if it were.” Given Aquinas’s overall doctrine of 
causality, however, and the fact that the sentence expresses a contrast (non… sed), 
Kendzierski’s “as if it were” seems too strong a mitigation of Aquinas’s meaning. Still, 
quasi should be translated. I have opted for ‘as it were’ as a phrase expressing (mild) 
qualification. 
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Through the created form of love, the creature participates fully in 
the divine love that is the Holy Spirit, so that, in the words of James 
Albertson, “the whole effect is from the created second cause, and the 
whole effect is from the divine First Cause; but it proceeds from each 
according to the proper power of each.”123 The same ideas expressed 
so clearly in De caritate are repeated in the Summa theologiae, to 
which we now turn. 

3.4. The Summa theologiae

Aquinas’s treatment of the Lombard’s identification of charity and 
the Holy Spirit in the Summa is largely parallel to De caritate. His 
first argument once again focuses on human freedom. Aquinas points 
the reader to Summa theologiae, Ia IIae, q. 6, a. 1, where he had dis-
cussed the nature of human freedom, to show that in order to act 
voluntarily, an agent must have the principle of its act within itself.124 
This entails (i) that its principle of movement is internal (as with the 
stone falling downward), (ii) that it not just moves, but moves for an 
end, and (iii) that it moves itself through some knowledge of the 
end.125 On the Lombard’s theory, however, the Holy Spirit moves 
the human mind to the act of love, whereby the mind “is in no way 
the principle of this motion, just as when some body is moved by 
some exterior mover.”126 The same conclusion as in De caritate neces-
sarily follows. The first inconsistency of the Lombard’s theory is that 
“it would follow that to love (diligere) is not voluntary, which involves 
a contradiction, because love (amor), by its own nature, implies an 
act of will.”127 

123. ALBERTSON, “Instrumental Causality,” p. 435. 
124. THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 2, resp., p. 165: “rationem 

voluntarii cujus oportet principium in ipso esse.” As noted above, all translations of the 
Summa are my own. 

125. ID., Summa theol., I-II, q. 6, a. 1, resp., p. 56: “Quodcumque igitur sic agit vel 
movetur a principio intrinseco, quod habet aliquam notitiam finis, habet in seipso prin-
cipium sui actus non solum ut agat, sed etiam ut agat propter finem.”  

126. ID., Summa theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 2, resp., p. 165: “nullo modo sit principium 
hujus motus, sicut cum aliquod corpus movetur ab aliquo exteriori movente.” 

127. Ibid.: “sequeretur quod diligere non est voluntarium, quod implicat contradic-
tionem, cum amor de sui ratione importet quod sit actus voluntatis.”  

95589_RTPM_2012/1_02_Zuijdwegt.indd   6895589_RTPM_2012/1_02_Zuijdwegt.indd   68 10/08/12   10:2310/08/12   10:23



 “UTRUM CARITAS SIT ALIQUID CREATUM IN ANIMA” 69

Secondly, Aquinas adduces the case of instrumental causality once 
again, employing a slightly more lucid argument. “It cannot be said,” 
Aquinas argues, “that the Holy Spirit moves the will to the act of 
loving in the way an instrument is moved, because — although it 
would be the principle of the act — it is not up to it to act or not to 
act.”128 This would both destroy the voluntariness and the meritori-
ousness of the act of charity; charity, however, “is the root of merit.”129 
Hence, we arrive at the second incongruity on the Lombard’s theory: 
acts of charity are not meritorious. Here Aquinas changes the struc-
ture of his argument somewhat in comparison to De caritate, moving 
immediately to the relation between love and God. “It is necessary,” 
he argues, “that the will is so moved by the Holy Spirit to the act of 
love that it also brings about this act.”130 Now how can this be? 

This can only be the case when the act is connatural to the active 
power that produces it “by some form which is the principle of the 
action.”131 For that reason, God, “who moves all things to their 
appropriate ends, has endowed individual things with forms by which 
they are inclined” to these ends. That is how, as Wisdom 8:1 puts it, 
God “orders all things sweetly.”132 Now — and this echoes the first 
argument of De caritate — “charity exceeds the natural power of the 
will,” and therefore “some form added to this natural power” is 
required, “by which [the will] is inclined to the act of love,” because 
otherwise charity would be less perfect than the acts of the other 

128. Ibid.: “non potest dici quod sic moveat Spiritus Sanctus voluntatem ad actum 
diligendi sicut movetur instrumentum quod, etsi sit principium actus, non tamen est in 
ipso agere vel non agere.” Here agere vel non agere seems to be the decisive factor in 
establishing instrumentality once again. Although an instrument is the principle of its act 
(that is, it acts according to its proper form), what makes it involuntary for human beings 
to act in this way, is that it is not up to them to act or not to act. Cf. notes 115 and 117 
above. 

129. Ibid.: “Sic enim etiam tolleretur ratio voluntarii et excluderetur ratio meriti, cum 
tamen supra habitum sit, quod dilectio caritas est radix merendi.”  

130. Ibid.: “Sed oportet quod sic voluntas moveatur a Spiritu Sancto ad diligendum 
quod etiam ipsa sit efficiens hunc actum.”  

131. Ibid.: “Nullus autem actus perfecte producitur ab aliquo potentia activa nisi sit 
ei connaturalis per aliquam formam quae sit principium actionis.”  

132. Ibid.: “Unde Deus, qui omnia movet at debitos fines, singulis rebus indidit 
formas per quas inclinantur ad fines sibi praestitutos a Deo, et secundum hoc disponit 
omnia suaviter, ut dicitur Sap. VIII.”  
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virtues.133 Moreover — and here we find the third argument of De 
caritate — without such a form, the act of charity would not be “easy 
and delightful.”134 Since it is easy and delightful, however, there must 
be such a form. Hence, Aquinas defines charity as “a habitual form 
in us, added to our natural power, inclining it to the act of charity, 
and causing it to operate readily and with delight.”135

All in all, then, Aquinas’s response to the Lombard’s identification 
of charity with the Holy Spirit markedly develops over the course of 
his theological career. What remains constant, however, is his disa-
greement with Peter Lombard’s position. From the Scriptum onwards, 
it is clear for Aquinas that the charity with which we love God and 
neighbor is not just the Holy Spirit; it is also a created habit and a 
form, by which human beings are graced — in their createdness — to 
really love God and neighbor themselves. Both Aquinas’s approach 
to the question and his arguments against the Lombard’s position 
develop, however. From the Lectura romana onwards, Aquinas offers 
a more precise discussion of the Lombard’s position, stressing that the 
nub of the argument is Peter Lombard’s assertion that the Holy Spirit 
moves the soul to the act of love without the mediation of a habit. 
In De caritate and the Summa, the ultimate consequences of this 
position are thought through: it renders charity involuntary, without 
merit, and without ease and delight. Drawing on a different under-
standing of divine and human causality, Aquinas then proposes his 
own solution to the problem. The Holy Spirit, “who is the love of 
the Father and the Son,” infuses charity in the soul, so that we par-
ticipate in this love, and this participation is created charity in us.136 
With this conclusion, however, we have reached the theological 
territory of deification, and it is on that note that we will end our 
inquiry. 

133. Ibid.: “Manifestum est autem quod actus caritatis excedit naturam potentiae 
voluntatis. Nisi ergo aliqua forma superaddetur naturali potentiae per quam inclinaretur 
ad dilectionis actum, secundum hoc esset actus iste imperfectior actibus naturalibus et 
actibus aliarum virtutum.”  

134. Ibid.: “nec esset facilis et delectabilis.” 
135. Ibid.: “aliqua habitualis forma, superaddita potentiae naturali, inclinans ipsam 

ad caritatis actum et faciens eam prompte et delectabiliter operari.”  
136. ID., Summa theol., II-II, q. 24, a. 2, resp., p. 175: “[sc. Caritas nobis inesse] per 

infusionem Spiritus Sancti, qui est amor Patris et Filii, cujus participatio in nobis est ipsa 
caritas create.”  
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4. Conclusion: The Holy Spirit and Us: A Matter of Deification

As Yves Congar has noted in a perceptive article, Peter Lombard’s 
identification of our charity with the Holy Spirit is not only a reac-
tion against Abelard, who reduced the communication between the 
Holy Spirit and the just to his gifts. It is rooted as well in a profound 
mystical tradition, reinvigorated by authors like Bernard of Clairvaux 
and William of St. Thierry, which experienced the love-unity between 
God and the soul to such an extent that it seemed right to say that it 
is God’s own love, by which we love God and our fellow human 
beings.137 Aquinas seems to have noted this, when he remarks, both 
in De caritate and in the Summa, that the Lombard proposed his 
position “because of the excellence of charity.”138 For Aquinas, 
however, this position, when rightly considered, “is rather to the det-
riment of charity,” precisely because it renders the act of charity 
involuntary and the human subject a mere instrument of the Holy 
Spirit.139 

In the whole question of deification, this is what is at stake for 
Aquinas. In response to an objection raised in De caritate a. 1, Aqui-
nas points out that creation and re-creation (through grace) are not 
entirely parallel: “As Augustine says, ‘He who created you without 
you will not justify you without you’ (Sermon 169.11.13).”140 Hence, 
because “some activity on the part of those who are justified is neces-
sary for justification … they must have a formal active principle,”141 

137. CONGAR, “Aimer Dieu,” p. 93. E.-H. Wéber (“Eléments,” p. 197) identifies 
William of St. Thierry as the principal source for the Lombard’s position.  

138. THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 2, resp., p. 165: “Et hoc dicebat 
[sc. Petrus Lombardus] propter excellentiam caritatis”; ID., De car., a. 1, resp., p. 755: “Et 
ad hoc ponendum movet ipsum [sc. Petrum Lombardum] excellentia caritatis.”  

139. ID., Summa theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 2, resp., p. 165: “Sed si quis recte consideret, 
hoc magis redundat in caritatis detrimentum.”  

140. ID., De car., a. 1, ad 13, p. 756: “Unde dicit Augustinus […], qui creavit te sine 
te, non iustificabit te sine te.”  

141. Ibid.: “In iustificatione ergo requiritur aliqua operatio iustificanti; et ideo requir-
itur quod sit ibi principium activum formale.” Aquinas’s position here is markedly differ-
ent from that found in the Scriptum. Scriptum, I, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1, obj. 3 (p. 392) offers 
the same objection as De car. a. 1, obj. 13 (p. 754), namely that since God created 
without means (sine medio), he also re-creates without means. In the Scriptum (d. 17, 
q. 1, a. 1, ad 3, p. 395), Aquinas replies that creation and re-creation are entirely similar 
(“omnino simile est de creatione et recreatione”), because God uses forms in both. In De 
caritate (a. 1, ad 13, p. 756), however, while acknowledging this parallel, Aquinas posits 
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which allows them to perform acts of charity. The grace, then, which 
deifies us, does not leave us as we are; it actively changes us by infus-
ing a habitual form in our souls, by which we — truly we — are able 
to participate in the love that is the Holy Spirit. In this way, Aquinas 
counters the Lombard’s view, which, as Humbert-Thomas Conus 
points out, “is fatal to an ontological deification of the soul”: it leaves 
us as we are.142

What is at stake, then, for Aquinas, is not merely the human 
being’s newfound “dignity and value apart from the divine,” incum-
bent on the birth of the subject in High Scholasticism, as Rosemann 
would have it.143 Aquinas’s concern in disputing the Lombard is not 
to “create a sphere of action for man in which his ethical status can 
be evaluated without reference to faith,” that is, “outside the spiritual 
realm, which is the realm of the love for God.”144 Quite the contrary, 
Aquinas is concerned with the idea of divinization through the par-
ticipation of the soul in the divine life, which involves the continual 
action of God.145 Far from endeavoring to grant the subject a proto-
modern autonomous sphere, Aquinas attempts to delineate the condi-
tions that allow the subject to fully participate in the divine love.146 
Hence, it is precisely on the subject’s relation to ‘the realm of the love 
of God’ that Aquinas reflects. 

a difference between creation and re-creation (“et tamen non est omnino simile”), which 
consists precisely in the fact that human beings participate in the latter, and not in the 
former.  

142. H.-Th. CONUS, “Divinisation: Saint Thomas,” in: Dictionnaire de spiritualité, 
vol. 3, Paris 1957, pp. 1426-1432 (my emphasis). 

143. ROSEMANN, “Peter Lombard’s Thesis,” p. 434.  
144. Ibid., p. 435. 
145. Cf. CONUS, “Divinisation,” p. 1426; R.L. FARICY, S.J., “The Trinitarian Indwell-

ing,” in: The Thomist 35 (1971), pp. 369-404; L.-Th. SOMME, Fils adoptifs de Dieu par 
Jésus Christ. La filiation divine par adoption dans la théologie de saint Thomas d’Aquin, Paris 
1997; K. OBENAUER, “Deus nobis inhabitans — der uns einwohnende Gott,” in: Trierer 
Theologische Zeitschrift 116 (2007) pp. 109-124. 

146.  Cf. THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa contra gentiles, IV, c. 21, p. 81b52-55, where 
Aquinas describes what is required for human beings to share with God in the enjoyment 
of divine beatitude — exactly along the lines of the Scriptum — as a supernaturally per-
fected way of both being and acting: “[…] necesse est, primo quidem quod per spirituales 
perfectiones Deo assimiletur; et deinde secundum eas operetur; et sic tandem praedictam 
beatitudinem consequetur.”  
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When confronted with some of Augustine’s assertions adduced by 
the Lombard to stress the identity of our love with the divine love,147 
Aquinas responds by pointing out the participatory nature of charity: 
“The charity by which we formally love our neighbor is a participa-
tion in the divine charity.”148 “This way of speaking,” Aquinas adds, 
“is customary among the Platonists whose teachings Augustine had 
imbibed.”149 Some (quidam) however, have used his words without 
adverting to this interpretative key, which has been “an occasion for 
error.”150 It is not difficult to surmise that this time Peter Lombard 
is among the quidam. According to Aquinas, Augustine presented 
neighborly love as participation in God’s love, whereas the Lombard 
misunderstood Augustine as proposing an identification of neighborly 
love with God’s love.

All this is not to say that there are no problems with Aquinas’s 
teaching, or that it is the only, or even the best conceptualization of 
the relation between human charity and the Holy Spirit.151 Aquinas, 
however, does offer a way forward in thinking about deification. For 
Peter Lombard, the indwelling of the Trinity comes at the cost of 
eliminating human freedom. To defend the Lombard’s position, 
Richard Fishacre, suggests a (quasi-)hypostatic union between the 

147. ID., Summa theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 2, obj. 1, p. 164: “Videtur quod caritas non 
sit aliquid creatum in anima. Dicit enim Augustinus, Qui proximum diligit, consequens est 
ut ipsam dilectionem diligat. Deus autem dilectio est. Consequens est ergo ut praecipue Deum 
diligat. Et dicit, Ita dictum est, Deus caritas est, sicut dictum est, Deus spiritus est. Ergo 
caritas non est aliquid creatum in anima sed est ipse Deus.” Cf. PETER LOMBARD, Sent., 
I, d. 17, c. 1.3; Sent., I, d. 17, c. 3. 

148. THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 2, ad 1, p. 165: “caritas qua 
formaliter diligimus proximum est quaedam participatio divinae caritatis.” 

149. Ibid.: “Hic enim modus loquendi consuetus est apud Platonicos quorum 
doctrinis Augustinus fuit imbutus.”  

150. Ibid.: “quod quidam, non advertentes ex verbis ejus sumpserunt occasionem 
errandi.” 

151. As Philips (L’union personnelle, p. 180) concludes: “Théologie parfaite? Évidem-
ment non, mais théologie en progrès et prometteuse de progrès…” For the complicated 
relationship between created and uncreated grace/love and, correspondingly, between 
(divine) efficient and (divine) formal causality in Aquinas, cf. O.H. PESCH, O.P., Theologie 
der Rechtfertigung bei Martin Luther und Thomas von Aquin: Versuch eines systematisch-
theologischen Dialogs, Mainz 1967, pp. 650-651 and the literature listed there. For Luther’s 
appropriation of the Lombard’s position, cf. R. SAARINEN, “‘Ipsa dilectio Deus est’: Zur 
Wirkungsgeschichte von 1. Sent. dist. 17 des Petrus Lombardus bei Martin Luther,” in: 
T. MANNERMAA et al. (eds.), Thesaurus Lutheri: Auf der Suche nach neuen Paradigmen der 
Luther-Forschung, Helsinki 1987, pp. 185-204.  
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Holy Spirit and the will, but — when he is forced to admit how 
implausible the suggestion is — he appeals to God’s first causality in 
order to explain how the Holy Spirit moves us to the act of love. 
Aquinas shows, however, that this does not suffice, since it leaves the 
soul and its powers unchanged. If human beings are to be deified, 
they must be perfected as human beings, that is, with respect to their 
freedom and natural limitations. Deification, however, is beyond our 
capacities. Hence, God graces us with the created yet supernatural 
habitual form of divine love, which allows us to perform acts of char-
ity freely, meritoriously, readily and with delight. That, according to 
Aquinas, is how God orders all things sweetly. 
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