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Hoping favours the view of Benedict XVI that the two present usages,
antiquior and modernus, are not to be seen as two rites but as two forms
of the one Roman rite. Hoping is always fair in his presenting of the two
sides of a controversy, slow to put forward his own favoured view, never
assertive but always patiently conciliatory. Even where he does not seem
altogether correct, he always supplies the words of the original text, so that
one is never misled. Indeed, the wealth of footnotes, not too long but just
sufficient is to be highly commended.

The last part of the book contains a balanced discussion of the pro’s
and con’s of the question of ‘poured out for many’ or ‘for all’, still a
highly contentious issue in Germany at present, showing that Scripture and
tradition never understood the ‘for many’ of Isaiah 53 as ‘for all’. A brief
section is devoted to ecumenical issues regarding the churches (or commu-
nities) of the Reformation and the Eastern Orthodox churches, once again
drawing attention to Ratzinger’s writing on the Church and Eucharist as
communion. Finally, Hoping provides some personal reflections on the
Eucharist as gift, in which he draws on phenomenological views of the
real presence and refers to a medley of authors, including Steiner and Weil.
This part seems a little at odds with his sympathy for the reintroduction of
the older form of Mass by Benedict XVI.

The book appears in a larger and slightly unwieldy edition that departs
from the highly attractive neat and compact format that has become the
hallmark of books from the Ignatius Press, which have set a standard for
printing. It is hardly a book to sit down to and read just for pleasure, but
a comprehensive and useful book for the teacher and student. We can be
thankful to its author for providing this aid to the study of the Eucharist
and the questions surrounding the Mass today.

FRANCIS SELMAN

GRACE, PREDESTINATION, AND THE PERMISSION OF SIN: A THOMISTIC
ANALYSIS by Taylor Patrick O’Neill, Catholic University of America Press,
Washington, D.C., 2019, pp. x + 326, $75.00, hbk

The early modern controversy between Dominicans and Jesuits over pre-
destination to heaven, divine grace, and human freedom is well known,
with the Thomist Domingo Báñez OP and the doctrine of ‘physical pre-
motion’ on the one side, and Luis de Molina SJ and ‘middle knowledge’ on
the other. However, only a little is said about Molinism in this book’s intro-
ductory chapter. This comprehensive and useful study is instead about an-
other less well-known controversy, this time among Thomists themselves,
in the twentieth century and especially in the 1920s. It concerned predes-
tination, grace and freedom, but in a special way the divine will to permit
sin.
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The first controversy had ended in a stalemate when closed by the pope,
at least officially, in 1607, though it has never truly gone away. The sec-
ond controversy was not officially ended, and a current revival of inter-
est in scholasticism, and Thomas Aquinas and his school in particular, is
the occasion of Taylor Patrick O’Neill’s analysis of the approaches of the
various figures involved, including the Angelicum’s Reginald Garrigou-
Lagrange OP (chapter four), Francisco Marín-Sola OP of Manila and Fri-
bourg (chapter five), the neo-Thomist French philosopher Jacques Mari-
tain (chapter six), and Jean-Hervé Nicolas OP of Toulouse and Fribourg
(chapter seven). At issue among them was not so much the ‘line of good’
– predestination to grace and glory, and physical premotion – as the ‘line
of evil’ – reprobation and permission of sin, with the focus on divine in-
nocence and human responsibility: Is God not to be held accountable for
the evil that falls under his will?

These participants took no great issue with Aquinas’s account of God
infallibly moving us to exercise our freedom well, but some were con-
cerned that the traditional Thomist theory did not adequately guarantee
God’s innocence when he willed to permit sin and did not grant effica-
cious grace. Chapter eight adds in problems with Bernard Lonergan SJ’s
alternative account of divine causation, which employs notions of contact
and divine application rather than physical premotion, but the chapter feels
out of place in the book as a whole as it does not draw out the implica-
tions of Lonergan’s interpretation for the issues of grace, predestination,
and the permissive decree. Regarding these, which constitute the nub of
the debate, O’Neill’s overall conclusion in chapters nine and ten is that
those who dissented from the traditional account failed in their attempts to
better secure divine innocence, and he himself recommends the traditional
position he attributes to Aquinas, Báñez, Garrigou-Lagrange, and the early
Nicolas.

Because it is sometimes doubted among his commentators that Aquinas
himself held to what would be the traditional Thomist approach to these
questions, O’Neill’s first chapter sets out to make the case that the relevant
elements are indeed found in his writings. This he does by a certain pref-
erence for Aquinas’s more mature works, although he does not properly
deal here with the question of whether there was historical development
in Aquinas’s thought on these matters and the methodological question of
whether Aquinas’s later thinking should always be taken as more authentic
by his school. This would have been interesting because some challenges
to the traditional position have drawn on such historical approaches, and
in the case of Nicolas O’Neill instead prefers his earlier opinions to his
later ones.

The second chapter gives a welcome and illuminating outline of Báñez’s
teaching and secures its essential continuity with Aquinas. However, de-
spite his awareness of recent criticism of Báñez - he cites R. J. Matava’s
work a number of times, and gives a good response in an appendix to
Matava’s own thesis that human acts are not moved but created by God
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– O’Neill does not engage very much here either with such criticism or,
except in footnotes, with the widespread view that Báñez differed from,
or even distorted, Aquinas’s doctrine. To some extent, reading O’Neill’s
main text is like reading the corpus of an article of the Summa Theologiae
without reading the objections marshalled by Aquinas and the answers he
gives them. The reader sees the main line of argument well put, but is not
necessarily equipped to grasp all that is at stake.

With chapter three we encounter the apex of the traditional position in
the works of Garrigou-Lagrange. O’Neill again argues convincingly for
continuity between Garrigou and his predecessors, including on the per-
missive decree. He shows how Garrigou distanced himself from the more
extreme view of ‘positive reprobation’ proposed by Jean Poinsot (John of
St Thomas), and embraced a more moderate ‘negative’ view that can be
traced back to Aquinas and Báñez. Once O’Neill has set out the traditional
position, he then tests the alternatives proffered. Marín-Sola proposed in-
efficacious and fallible divine motions in the line of evil, and Maritain
‘shatterable’ motions. O’Neill says that their overall positions differ, but
the reader would have been aided by a more detailed comparison of the
two in addition to O’Neill’s robust individual presentations. Nevertheless,
armed with the Thomist metaphysics of act and potency and so on, O’Neill
in each case successfully exposes the metaphysical problems in their
theories.

He turns then to Nicolas, who originally made a comprehensive defence
of the traditional position, tracing its theological root back to divine sim-
plicity. But in 1992, in the face of concerns about divine innocence of the
kind raised by Maritain, Nicolas withdrew his assent to it, drawing back
from the idea of an antecedent permissive decree without replacing it ex-
cept with a certain agnosticism. O’Neill judges that the difficulties felt by
the later Nicolas were in fact already well addressed by the early Nicolas.
He interestingly notes that Nicolas’s later position has also recently been
effectively affirmed by Matthew Levering. This suggests to me that, if the
debate is not over, and if no one is going to take up the mantle of Maritain
or Marín-Sola with any vigour, then its main form may be between the
traditional position, ever more alert to the challenge of defending divine
innocence, and a cautious alternative that is hardly speculative at all.

SIMON FRANCIS GAINE OP

GRAVEN IMAGES: SUBSTITUTES FOR TRUE MORALITY by Dietrich von
Hildebrand with Alice von Hildebrand, Hildebrand Press, Steubenville, 2019,
pp. xxvi + 194, £13,99, pbk
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