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 I. Anthropological Principles of Liberalism

For the majority of scholars John Rawls’ theory constitutes an impor-
tant interpretation of the ideological principles of modern liberalism, espe-
cially liberal anthropology1 Therefore the thought of Rawls will be – to a 
large extent but not only – the basis of this reflection.

Generally, it might be said that liberalism views a person as an auto-
nomous and autotelic individual focused on themselves, as a self-contai-
ned “centre of energy.”2 The good of the individual is described as the main 
and basic value to which a community and society are subordinated.”3 The 
individual is responsible for every choice they make only to themselves. 

Artículo recibido el día 27 de abril de 2018 y aceptado para su publicación el 9 de 
julio de 2018.

1  See. P. Przybysz, “Modele teoretyczne we współczesnej filozofii politycznej libe-
ralizmu”, 47.

2  Cf. S. Kowalczyk, “Liberalizm i jego filozofia”, 109. Both MacIntyre and Marit-
ain sought the sources of modern individualism as early as the16th century in the views 
of Luther or later in the theories of Machiavelli, Hobbes or Hume. In his book “Three 
Reformers” J. Maritain, analyzing the thought of Luther, Descartes and Rousseau, states 
that modern individualism originates from a “wrongly understood immanence,” namely 
in the view that everything that is not the “I” or transcendent towards the “I” is not only 
alien but, most of all, hostile towards the “I.” This thesis was clearly expressed by J. P. 
Sartre in the quote “Hell is other people,” see J. Maritain, “Trzej reformatorzy: Luter, 
Kartezjusz, Rousseau” (Three Reformers – Luther, Descartes, Rousseau).

3  K. Wojtyła, “Osoba i czyn oraz inne studia antropologiczne”, 313.



Tomasz Huzarek 404

Individuals are a self-contained “universe” and the characteristics they 
possess and transformations they undergo have their source in themselves. 
Moreover, liberalism assumes that all individuals, regardless of their origin, 
cultural context or historical determinants are characterized by rationality, 
autonomy and possession (i.e. internal possession, namely possessing them-
selves and their own talents and external possession, that is the possession 
of goods and their free disposal).4 The most fundamental possession is free-
dom understood most frequently as the absence of external compulsion in 
the instance of undertaking specific actions by the individual. Thus it is a 
negative freedom as defined by Isaiah Berlin.5 These freedoms which cha-
racterize the individual require respect and appreciation and are of greater 
importance than any other attribute.6

If we wish to reconstruct the hidden implicite anthropological princi-
ples of liberalism, we have to explore the issue much further. The analysis of 
texts by the advocates of liberalism and polemic commentaries of its oppo-
nents indicates three dimensions of the liberal model of human beings: (1) 
the basic methodological dimension (this dimension regulates the prin-
ciples of the construction of the model of an individual and thus at the 
beginning decides the result); (2) the anthropological dimension proper 
and (3) the metaethical dimension.7 In all the aforementioned dimensions 
of the liberal model of human beings the principal problem is the relation 
of possession and characteristics possessed or acquired by an individual in 
their constitutive nature. Also virtues and perfections (and analogically 
faults) can be understood as characteristics acquired by the individual. 

Thus from the methodological perspective the model of an individual 
constructed by liberalism has an idealizing character. When constructing 
this model the advocates of liberalism authoritatively choose the main cha-
racteristics of an individual and disregard others seeing them as secondary 

4  This last thesis – the right of possession – is associated with Robert Nozick’s libertar-
ianism and his concept of “minimal state” which is an argument against the welfare state, 
the advocate of which was John Rawls. Without analyzing the dispute on the principles 
of the distribution of goods, I believe that the right of possession can be included as the 
basic feature of individuals accepted by liberalism.

5  See I. Berlin, “Dwie koncepcje wolności i inne eseje”.
6  P. Przybysz, “Modele teoretyczne we współczesnej filozofii politycznej liberali-

zmu”, 126.
7  See P. Przybysz, “Dwa modele człowieka. O sporze komunitaryzm-liberalizm” 

Arka (51) 3, 22-39, 1994; see more on idealization in Przybysz, “Modele teoretyczne we 
współczesnej filozofii politycznej liberalizmu”.
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or accidental thus creating the “idealization” of the reality instead of its 
faithful image.

Liberal individualism, including the liberalism of Rawls, breaks with 
the vision of a person as primarily conditioned by nationality, race, gen-
der, age, belief or cultural tradition. Rawls treats these characteristics as 
individual and accidental, thus unreliable in describing the essence of a 
person. The mechanism which helps Rawls reject the influence of these 
characteristics on the constitutive nature of an individual is “the veil of 
ignorance.”

“The veil of ignorance” is a thought experiment put forward by Rawls to 
indicate the main ideas of fairness as impartiality. To ensure this impartia-
lity Rawls refers to the hypothetical original position in which people hi-
dden behind “the veil of ignorance” from this perspective choose the prin-
ciples to govern a just society.8 According to Rawls, people hidden behind 
“the veil of ignorance” suspend their own particular subjective knowledge 
about themselves and the world – the relations with others and cultural 
determinants of the society in which they live. Thus a person somehow 
dispenses their historical and cultural determinacy as unimportant in their 
identity and acquires a position which should ensure impartiality in choo-
sing general and unbiased principles of justice. At the same time, however, 
Rawls accepts implicitly that possessed characteristics and attributes such 
as race, nationality, belief, cultural tradition, individual faculties and ta-
lents are of no importance in constituting the nature of the subject and are 
merely secondary and accidental.

The anthropological dimension of the liberal model of humans reveals 
more clearly the fact of understanding the relation between the constitu-
tive nature of an individual and their possessed or acquired attributes and 
characteristics, including moral dispositions. It might be repeated after Mi-
chael Sandel that in the anthropological dimension the liberal model of 
humans has a possessive quality.9 The individual is characterized and des-
cribed by some attributes and goods, preferred and chosen values as well as 
lifestyles. These attributes and choices made by the individual, however, do 
not constitute the nature of the individual but remain somehow external. 
The individual only possesses these attributes and can dispose of them. In 
liberal theory the essence of who a person is remains independent, sepa-

8  See J. Rawls, “Teoria sprawiedliwości”, 208-285.
9  See M. Sandel, “Liberalism and the Limits of Justice”, 50-59. 
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rated from the attributes of the individual and their specific choices: “the 
individual is honest and God-fearing, but it does not mean that honesty 
and the fear of God are parts of their nature.”10 Each individual is, in a 
sense, “a moral atom,” the Leibnizian monad, and ultimately “the ability 
to make choices.” All other characteristics are only external, accidental and 
thus unconstitutive of the nature of the individual. The internal identity of 
a person is constituted regardless of any relation with the objects possessed 
by them, such as material goods, everyday items, etc. and the created rela-
tions and links with other people such as family, nation or religious group. 
They are also independent of the goals they strive for and goods chosen by 
the individual. “Rawls has serious reservations whether the attributes of 
the individual create their identity. The I, in a sense, is beyond the reach of 
the goods and talents they possess. What is constitutive for the I is not the 
endowment but the rationality of choice.”11

Thus it is possible to isolate the core of what constitutes the I of the in-
dividual from all “external circumstances” and to place this I in completely 
different circumstances (different culture, nationality, religious belief, pre-
ferred aims and goods) so that without the loss of identity the individual 
can still remain themselves. Applying a certain metaphor it might be said 
that in the anthropological dimension the relation between constitutive 
nature and attributes possessed by the individual resembles the relation be-
tween an advertising pillar and advertisements placed on it; regardless of 
the content of these advertisements and posters the identity of the pillar 
does not change. 

The third – metaethical – dimension of the liberal model of human be-
ings has a deontological character. Liberal philosophers grant the indivi-
dual inalienable rights, such as the right to decide about themselves and the 
right of choice before specifying and defining the good which it is suppo-
sed to serve. According to Rawls, the entitlement to autonomous choice 
has a fundamental character. He believes that the removal of this entitle-
ment would be a violation of a fundamental element of human personali-
ty.12 Thus the autonomy of choice plays a significant role in Rawls’ concept 
of the individual – it is less important what we specifically choose. If the 

10  P. Przybysz, “Dwa modele człowieka”, 28.
11  A. Gawkowska, “Biorąc wspólnotę poważnie. Komunitariańskie krytyki libera-

lizmu”, 88.
12  J. Rawls, “Prawo ludów”, 196.
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rationality of choice is preserved, the content of this choice is unimpor-
tant. According to Rawls, moral arguments and the order of justification 
can be regarded as the grounds for the superiority of entitlements in rela-
tion to goods. “In a moral sense, only through giving priority to the rights 
towards good are we able to ensure particular people the freedom of choice 
of aims and values and can we protect them against imposing the duty to 
respect unwanted values.”13 As far as the order of justification is concerned, 
Rawls claims that giving priority to the right to choose good allows us to 
avoid the error based on an arbitrary definition of a specific type of good 
and subsequently to formulate the rights which consider to be proper those 
actions aiming to achieve the previously defined good. 

Apart from extreme relativism this implies a certain anthropological 
assumption. “Rawls seems to presuppose that moral aims chosen by peo-
ple do not represent a constitutive element of their existence … they can 
choose or reject them depending on their will without losing their status as 
moral subjects. It is indicated by the concept of human person conceived 
as the autonomous moral subject independent of their choices.”14 What is 
more, a rational discourse between different concepts of a good life is not 
possible as they refer to different initial preferences the rationale for which 
is the autonomy of the individual. 

To conclude, it must be said that both the qualitative features of the 
individuals, such as their gifts, talents, abilities, limitations as well as ac-
quired dispositions or the content of choices made by them and their own 
vision of a good life are not constitutive for the “I” and do not influence 
the moral quality of the “I”. All these attributes cannot form and shape the 
“I” but exist “alongside” as elements of the “object” conceived as a substrate 
+ attributes.

What/who is this “I” which constitutes the center of the individual 
fully independent from choices, aims and possessed or acquired attribu-
tes? Ultimately, the individual is “the ability to make choices,” whereas all 
other characteristics are solely external, accidental and thus unconstituti-
ve of the nature of the individual. What matters is the act of choice and 
its rationality. Such an understanding of the individual can be included as 
the subtractive theory of the subject, that is the so-called theory of the bare 

13  P. Przybysz, “Dwa modele człowieka”, 29.
14  A. Chmielewski, “Społeczeństwo otwarte czy wspólnota”, 195.
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subject.15Among several variants of this theory the extreme version of it is 
the concept of the absolute independence of the substrate from attributes. 
Such a substrate/ground can survive any change and can exist without any 
attributes. This substrate does not possess its own content. The liberal con-
cept of the individual claims that the substrate is ultimately only a formal 
ability to make choices. 

Such an understanding of the individual, its subjectivity seems to be 
extremely counter-intuitive. The basic experience seems to indicate that 
the cultural-historical context and, most of all, the attributes, virtues or 
the content of choices acquired by the subject significantly constitute and 
form the identity of the “I”.

II. The Structure of Knowledge through Connaturality as a Source of 
Disclosure of Individuals’ Nature

In Thomas Aquinas’ works there are some references to a specific man-
ner of cognition which is at man’s disposal. Thomas calls it the cognitio per 
connaturalitatem.16 The analysis of the structure of this kind of knowledge 
makes it possible to grasp how Thomas understands the relation of attri-
butes, characteristics (in this case the specific attributes are dispositions, 
virtues acquired by the subject) to the constitutive nature of the subject. 
The attributes of the individual and the content of choices they make do 
not remain external on account of who a man is but constitute the nature 
of the individual and shape its moral quality.17 

In knowledge through connaturality intellect judges the subject relying 
on a certain similarity, compatibility (connaturalitas) with the judged sub-

15  See M. Piwowarczyk, “Podmiot i własności. Analiza podstawowej struktury 
przedmiotu”, 22-30. 

16  See more in T. Huzarek, “Tomasza z Akwinu teoria afektywnego poznania Boga 
oraz jej filozoficzne i teologiczne założenia”, 142-170.

17  In the contemporary philosophical discussion, Marek Piwowarczyk makes an inter-
esting proposal concerning the relation of the subject and its characteristics in the context 
of identity and the change of subject. He suggests the understanding of the relation of the 
subject and its characteristics in accordance with two complementary models: material 
and nomonological. The advantages of the material model are particularly visible in the 
context of the change and preservation of identity. If the change is really based on the 
modification of the subject, the understanding of the subject–characteristics structure as 
the material–shape model is most adequate; see M. Piwowarczyk, “Podmiot i włas-
ności”. 
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ject or to be more precise relying on a certain tendency or inclination (per 
modum inclinationis), which is the result of a “refinement” in a virtue (or 
in a fault). 

According to Thomas, inclination is a consequence of the form and is 
actually an appetite proportional to the form of perfection.18 However, the 
manner and perfection of the appetite results from the manner and perfec-
tion of the existence of a given form.19 The variety of forms determines the 
variety of tendencies and inclinations. According to Thomas, inclination 
can originate from nature, habit or grace.20 (In this reflection the inclina-
tion originating from habit is essential. That is why, for the sake of explana-
tion in this text, I will only mention the inclination originating from nature 
but I will not refer to the inclination coming from grace.)

The inclination proceeding from nature can determine: (1) the granted 
form, which is a principle called the inclinatio naturalis and every being 
belonging to the surrounding world is entitled to it: (2) the sensual form 
of cognition, which is the principle of sensitive appetite (inclinatio quae est 
appetitus sensibilis) or (3) the intellectual form of cognition, whose conse-
quence is the inclination of the act of the will (inclinatio quaedam conse-
quens formam intellectam).21 

The natural inclination (inclinatio naturalis) is the most universal incli-
nation, which encompasses the whole of reality and is the consequence of 
the inner connaturality of a thing with what is naturally proper for it. This 
is the least perfect type of love, which is “an inclination proceeding from an 
interior principle without knowledge”22 and evidently without the partici-
pation of the will, for “the inclination of nature in things devoid of reason 
is without choice.”23

Two other inclinations proceeding from nature are always preceded by 
knowledge. The consequence of sensual knowledge is a sensitive appetite 
(inclinatio consequens apprehensionem sensitivam),24 whereas intellectual 

18  See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentile 1, 72.
19  See A. M. Krąpiec, “Struktura aktu miłości u św. Tomasza z Akwinu,” Roczniki 

Teologiczno-Kanoniczne 6 (1959) 1-2, 136.
20  Thomas Aquinas, In III Sent., d. 23, q. 1, a. 4B.
21  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I, q. 87, a. 4.
22  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 6, a. 4.
23  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 58, a. 4, ad 1; see also T. Bartoś, 

“Tomasza z Akwinu teoria miłości. Studium nad Komentarzem do księgi “O Imionach 
Bożych” Pseudo-Dionizego Areopagity”, 123-152.

24  See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I, q. 87, a. 2 and a. 4.
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knowledge leads to an intellectual inclination, which is the act of the will 
(inclinatio consequens formam intellectam).25 Apetitus intelligibilis which 
comes after intellectual knowledge is characterized by freedom.26

 The inclination may come from nature but also, as Thomas says, from 
habit. The source of the origin of this habitual inclination (ex consuetudi-
nae) is disposition, virtue: habitus. Habitus perfects nature as a constant 
disposition which Thomas defines as the interior inclinatio.27 The disposi-
tion/inclination resulting from the habitus is characterized by the freedom 
of choice (inclinatio virtutis est cum electione),28 and the cause of its creation 
is the repeatability of acts by a subject: acts cause dispositions and habits in-
clining to like acts.29 It may be said that the disposition/inclination resulting 
from practicing a virtue inclines to the act in the manner of nature.30 

Every nature has some inclination and this is its natural appetite or love.31 
The structure of the act of love – appetitus, understood in a strict sense, as 

25  See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologie I, q. 87, a. 4.
26  The will as the act of the intellectual appetitive power is determinate to a good ac-

cording to the order of nature, but is nevertheless indeterminate in respect to particular 
goods, see Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 13, a. 2. In De Veritate Thomas indicates that the 
relation between the will and nature is such that the will itself is a certain form of nature 
as everything that exists in the reality is a certain form of nature. Thus what belongs to the 
will and what belongs to nature should be accepted in the will. What the will desires be-
ing out of necessity limited by the natural inclination (id quod voluntas de necessitate vult, 
quasi naturali inclinatione in ipsum determinata) is the ultimate end (for example, eternal 
happiness and what is included in it, namely existence and the knowledge of truth). The 
will is limited to other things not out of necessity but due to its own disposition deprived 
of any necessity, see De Veritate, q. 2, a. 5. 

27  Thomas Aquinas, Sententia libri ethicorum, Lib. III, lect. 17, no 9.
28  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 58, a. 4, ad 1.
29  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 75, a. 4; Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 

52, a. 3. At the same time, Thomas emphasizes the relation which occurs between habit 
and nature. A disposition towards a virtue proceeds from a person’s nature in a twofold 
manner: regarding the nature of a species (it includes what a person is entitled to due to 
having a rational soul) and regarding the nature, individual features of a person (what a 
person is entitled to due to the structure of the body). A virtue at its beginning (inchoatio) 
proceeds from human nature due to the nature of the species, but an individual nature 
“determines” virtue due to the individual inclination of the body: the acts of appetitive 
powers are associated with certain body parts whose adaptation either helps or disturbs 
these powers and rational powers which appetitive powers serve in performing their ac-
tions. Thus, some have a natural capability for knowledge while others for bravery, and 
others for moderation.

30  Thomas Aquinas, In IV Sent., d. 49, q. 3, a. 2; see also Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 
108, a. 1, ad 2.

31  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I, q. 60, a. 1.
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well as the act of the will in a broader and more general sense32 – consists of 
two elements: from the intentional transformation of the appetitive power 
and from the consequence of this transformation which is the inclination 
to the appetible object seen as proper and good. Thomas explains that in 
the same way the appetible object gives the appetite, first, a certain adaptation 
(coaptationem) to itself, which consists in the complacency (complacentia) in 
that object.33

Thus the basic element of the act of love is a passive movement based on 
adaptation (coaptatio) of the appetite to the known object. As the object 
known as good has in a way the power of attraction, it causes a certain incli-
nation in the appetitive power that is an adjustment or natural appropriate-
ness.34 The secondary element of the act of love is complacency (complacen-
tia) which is a certain movement, direction towards the object (understood 
as the goal) and it is a sort of an end of the loving action towards the good. 
Therefore in the act of love or appetite there is some form of completion of 
the elements: the first one is the influence of the object, namely a sensation 
from the part of the subject – the passio. This influence of the object is a 
certain adaptation of mental power to itself, granting some connaturality. 
The subjective reaction which is complementary towards the influence of 
the object is somehow the answer of the subject in the form complacentia 
– complacency.

As Thomas teaches, adaptation (coaptatio) as the granting of some con-
naturality can be “given” by the object known as good, which results in 
complacency (complacentia) as a movement towards the object. But this 
adaptation (coaptatio) as connaturality with the object can proceed from 
a habit – habitus. A habit influences the nature of the being always in rela-
tion to an act: 

But there are some habits, which even on the part of the subject in 
which they are, imply primarily and principally relation to an act. For, as 
we have said, habit primarily and of itself implies a relation to the thing’s 
nature. If therefore the nature of a thing, in which the habit is, consists 
in this very relation to an act, it follows that the habit principally implies 
relation to an act. Now it is clear that the nature and the notion of power is 

32  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 26, a. 2.
33  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 26, a. 2.
34  See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 23, a. 4.
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that it should be a principle of act. Wherefore every habit is subjected in a 
power, implies principally relation to an act.35

The disposition of nature of a being which is the result of the acqui-
red habit (habitus) becomes the foundation of preference as movement 
“towards” inclination.36 Every disposition corresponds with an act and 
inclination towards its formal object, and the more perfect the habit, the 
stronger and more permanent is its relation with the inclination. Thus the 
disposition similarly to the acquired form in accordance with the act of 
nature inclines the subject to action in its own manner and as Thomas says: 
“custom becomes a second nature, and produces an inclination similar to 
a natural one”.37

Constant practicing of the disposition, namely virtue, creates a type of 
a second nature and in this way the interiorized virtue becomes part of the 
nature of a person practicing this virtue; it constitutes the unity between 
a person and their moral activity similar to the unity resulting from love. 
Connaturality characteristic of a disposition is acquired gradually as a re-
sult of the repetition of simple acts which gradually adapt power to the 
form of the object towards which the disposition subjected to this power 
moves. It adjusts power in such a way that it starts – directed by this dispo-
sition – to act as nature. From this power, inclination proceeds in a perma-
nent and unchangeable way, similarly to the acts of nature.38 

Practiced disposition perfects and stabilizes the inclinations of nature 
transforming internally the subject so deeply that it enables it to judge ri-
ghtly about practicing this virtue/disposition. In this way, the object of ju-
dgment somehow harmonizes with the subject, it becomes interiorized in 
the subject and it is connatural with it to the point where a virtue becomes 
the cause of the right judgment. That is why, Thomas, invoking Aristotle, 

35  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 49, a. 3.
36  J. Maritain, “On Knowledge through Connaturality,” The Review of Metaphys-

ics, June 1951, Volume IV, 4, Number 16, 473-474; see also B. Mcginn, “Fundamenty 
mistyki”, 440; see also M. F. Daly, “Natural Knowledge of God in the Philosophy of 
Jacques Maritain: a Critical Study”, 93-94. 

37  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 58, a. 1.
38  See A. Moreno, “The Nature of St. Thomas’ Knowledge ‘Per Connaturalitatem’” 

Angelicum 1970, vol. XLVII, 50-51; see also B. Miller, “Knowledge through Affective 
Connaturality”, 182; see also M. Mróz, “Człowiek w dynamizmie cnoty: aktualność are-
tologii św. Tomasza z Akwinu w świetle pytania o podstawy moralności chrześcijańskiej”, 
173-399.
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says that a judge is supposed to be the personification of justice, he is per-
meated with justice so much that he personifies it in himself in his concre-
teness which becomes a basis for judgment.39 The Angelic Doctor assigns 
this judgment the characteristics of rectitudo (recte iudicat) which denotes 
the judgment that is objective, right and adequate to the judged reality.40

The property of disposition inclines the subjected power to act in the 
way which corresponds with this disposition. 

It is proper to a habit to incline a power to act, and this belongs to a 
habit, in so far as it makes whatever is suitable to it, to seem good, and 
whatever is unsuitable, to seem evil. For as the taste judges of savors accor-
ding to its disposition, even so does the human mind judge of things to be 
done, according to its habitual disposition (secundum suam habitualem 
dispositionem).41

Thomas demonstrates a close relation which exists between iudicium, 
aestimatio, visio and habitus, dispositio as well as a certain “homogeneity” 
between judgment and quality, namely a moral disposition of a judged sub-
ject.42 Habitus and dispositio are conditions of judgment as they stimulate 
and determine it. It is so because the constitutive nature of the subject is 
somehow modified and internally shaped by the acquired characteristics 
and dispositions. 

39  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae II-II, q. 60, a. 1; In III Sent., d. 23, q. 3, a. 
3B, ad 2.

40  See S. Gaworek, “Filosofia della conoscenza mistica secondo la dottrina di s. Tom-
maso d’Akvino”, 180.

41  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae II-II, q. 24, a. 11; There is a similar passage 
in De Caritate, a. 12 “It must be considered that the habit of virtue inclines man to act 
rightly according as through it man has the right estimation of the end. For, as it is said in 
Book III of the Ethics, according as a man is, such does the end seem to him. For example, 
just as taste judges flavor insofar as it is the affection for some good or bad disposition, 
so also that which is suitable to man according to a habitual disposition, inhering in him 
either as good or evil, is judged by him as a good; and what is not in accord with this is 
considered as evil and repugnant. Whence the Apostle says (1 Cor. ii. 14), The sensual 
man perceiveth not these things that are of the spirit of God.” 

42  I. Biffi, “Teologia, storia e contemplazione in Tommaso d’Aquino”, 113-114.
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Conclusion

The model of a person in John Rawls’ liberalism is idealizational. The 
thought experiment Rawls refers to, namely “the original position,” is an 
imaginary foundation on which Rawls constructs the real structure of libe-
ral society. But this foundation is invented, not discovered and has nothing 
in it which would refer to the real experience of any person. Thus it is doub-
tful that this idea is sufficiently substantial to sustain the social structure.43

The reconstruction of anthropological assumptions implicitly accepted 
in the liberal model of humans demonstrates the understanding of the indi-
vidual as a “bare subject” undetermined by any contentual endowment. The 
core of the “I” is only freedom, a formal ability to make choices. However, 
both the content of choices and acquired and inherent attributes remain 
fully external in relation to the core of the “I.” The individual only possesses 
these characteristics and somehow makes use of them, but without losing 
their own identity a person can take on other entirely different characteris-
tics. Characteristics, dispositions, cultural and historical context are, in a 
sense, somehow “glued” to the subject. The subject is thus a form on which 
characteristics are stuck. Such a substrate is able to survive any change, can 
be transferred to a different cultural context, new characteristics or virtues 
can be stuck to it and the substrate itself still remains undefined and con-
tentless. A subject/substrate understood thus is completely insensitive to 
any change, exchanges characteristics like a person changes clothes or an 
advertising pillar posters. Together with Allan Bloom we may ask what is 
the “I” if we assume, like Rawls, that there is the “I” that establishes values but 
is not established by them?44 Further, Bloom adds that Rawls’ “I” might be 
only a mysterious and ephemeral source, unfinished in its expression, this 
“I” is protean and is deprived of nature.45

A different type of anthropology can be observed relying on the concept 
of knowledge through connaturality by Thomas Aquinas. Thomas distin-
guishes knowledge through connaturality from knowledge per usum ratio-
nis and describes the latter as purely rational.46 The structure of judgment as 
the criterion which distinguishes these two forms of knowledge. In knowle-

43  See A. Bloom, “John Rawls”, in: “Historia filozofii politycznej, Część druga”, 887-888. 
44  Ibidem, 895.
45  Ibidem, 906
46  Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae II-II, q. 45, a. 2.
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dge through connaturality (per connaturalitatem or as Thomas also says per 
modum inclinationis) the intellect “follows” the affective inclination. In 
other words, the intellect judges as good what is in accordance with a per-
son’s inclination and as bad what is dissonant. It happens because a person 
can possess the virtue as the subject of the appetitive power and thus be in 
accordance with it, or co-natured with it, in their very being. Then, if asked 
a question about the subject of the virtue, they shall give the right answer, 
no longer through science, but through inclination, through the inner dis-
position of their own nature disposed by virtue.47 Human nature and its in-
clination to the proper subject as regards that nature is the foundation of the 
right judgment about the subject.48 Thus it is clear that virtues understood 
as acquired characteristics modify, form and “permeate” the constitutive na-
ture of the subject so that the subject remains the self-same one yet not the 
same. The individual, a specific person, is not the subject with attributes but 
the subject modified by these attributes. Particularly such characteristics as 
dispositions and virtues understood as accidentia propria are the attributes 
included in the subject which should be interpreted as the attributes which 
are immanent and somehow “embedded” in it. These attributes do not be-
long to the subject by being placed “next to it” but they modify the subject, 
introduce certain notions, shape and actualize it to a certain form.49 Thus 
the subject is not, as Rawls claimed, an isolated, contentually undefined “I” 
which possesses some or other dispositions without the possibility of the 
real modification of the moral quality of the “I”.

Tomasz Huzarek 
Nicolaus Copernicus University 

tomhuzar@gmail.com

Bibliography

Bartoś, T. (2004). Tomasza z Akwinu teoria miłości. Studium nad Komentarzem 
do księgi “O Imionach Bożych” Pseudo-Dionizego Areopagity. Kraków: Homini.

47 See J. Maritain, “On Knowledge through Connaturality,” The Review of Meta-
physics, June 1951, Volume IV, 4, Number 16, 473.

48  See T. Huzarek, “Tomasza z Akwinu teoria afektywnego poznania Boga”, see also 
Th. Ryan, “Revisiting Affective Knowledge and Connaturality in Aquinas”, Theologican 
Studies 66 (2005), 49-58.

49  See M. Piwowarczyk, “Podmiot i własności”, 139-141.



Tomasz Huzarek 416

Berlin, I. (1991). Dwie koncepcje wolności i inne eseje, trans. H. Bartosiewicz. 
Warszawa: Res Publica.

Biffi, I. (1995). Teologia, storia e contemplazione in Tommaso d’Aquino, Milano: 
Editoriale Jaca Book.

Bloom, A. (2016). John Rawls, Historia filozofii politycznej, Część druga. ed. P. 
Nowak. Warszawa: Fundacja Augusta hr. Cieszkowskiego, 880-911. 

Chmielewski, A. (2001). Społeczeństwo otwarte czy wspólnota. Wrocław: Ar-
boretum.

Daly, M. F. (1996). Natural Knowledge of God in the Philosophy of Jacques Marit-
ain a Critical Study. Rome: Officium Libri Catholici, Catholic Book Agency. 

Gawkowska, A. (2004). Biorąc wspólnotę poważnie. Komunitariańskie krytyki 
liberalizmu. Warszawa IFiS PAN.

Gaworek, S. (1999). Filosofia della conoscenza mistica secondo la dottrina di s. 
Tommaso d’Akvino. Rome.

Huzarek, T. (2012). Tomasza z Akwinu teoria afektywnego poznania Boga oraz 
jej filozoficzne i teologiczne założenia. Lublin: TN KUL.

Kowalczyk, S. (1995). Liberalizm i jego filozofia. Katowice: Unia.
Krąpiec, M. A. (1959). Struktura aktu miłości u św. Tomasza z Akwinu. Roczni-

ki Teologiczno-Kanoniczne 6 (1-2). 139-154.
Maritain, J. (1951). On Knowledge through Connaturality. The Review of 

Metaphysics IV, 4, 16. 473-481. 
— (2005). Trzej reformatorzy: Luter, Kartezjusz, Rousseau. trans. Fr. K. Michal-

ski. Warszawa: Fronda. 
Mcginn, B. (2009). Fundamenty mistyki. Kraków: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu 

Jagielońskiego. 
Miller, B. (1961). Knowledge through Affective Connaturality. London.
Moreno, A. (1970) The Nature of St. Thomas’ Knowledge ‘Per Connaturali-

tatem. Angelicum XLVII. 44-62. 
Mróz, M. (2011). Człowiek w dynamizmie cnoty: aktualność aretologii św. Toma-

sza z Akwinu w świetle pytania o podstawy moralności chrześcijańskiej. Toruń: Toruń-
ska Biblioteka Teologiczna. Rozprawy. 

Piwowarczyk, M. (2015). Podmiot i własności. Analiza podstawowej struktury 
przedmiotu. Lublin: KUL. 

Przybysz, P. (1994). Dwa modele człowieka. O sporze komunitaryzm-libera-
lizm. Arka (51) 3 1994. 22-39. 

Przybysz, P. (2009). Modele teoretyczne we współczesnej filozofii politycznej libe-
ralizmu. Poznań: Wydawnictwo Naukowe WNS UAM.

Rawls, J. (1998). Liberalizm polityczny, trans. A. Romaniuk. Warszawa: PWN.
— (2001). Prawo ludów. trans. M. Kozłowski. Warszawa: Aletheia.
— (2013). Teoria sprawiedliwości. trans. M. Panufnik et al. Warszawa: PWN.



Thomas Aquinas’ Theory of Knowledge through Connaturalit... 417

Ryan, Th. (2005). Revisiting Affective Knowledge and Connaturality in Aqui-
nas. Theologican Studies 66. 49-58.

Sandel, M. (1982). Liberalism and the Limits of Justice. Cambridge University 
Press. 

Thomas Aquinas (2008). Dysputy problemowe o zmysłowości. Dysputy proble-
mowe o uczuciach. trans. A. Białek, ed. A. Maryniarczyk. Lublin: Wydawnictwo 
Naukowe KUL.

—  (2009). Summa contra gentiles. Prawda wiary chrześcijańskiej w dyskusji z poga-
nami, innowiercami i błądzącymi. trans. Z. Włodek, W. Zega. vol. 1. Poznań 2003. 
vol. 2. Poznań 2007. vol. 3. Poznań: W Drodze.

—  (1960). On Charity, trans. Lottie H. Kendzierski. Milwaukee: Marquette 
University Press.

Retrieved from https://isidore.co/aquinas/english/QDdeVirtutibus2.htm#12
— (1961-1986). Suma Teologiczna, ed. Stanisława Bełcha. Vol. 1-34, London.
— (1955-57). Summa Contra Gentiles. New York: Hanover House. edited with 

English, especially Scriptural references, updated by Joseph Kenny, O.P. Retrieved 
from http://dhspriory.org/thomas/.

— (1947). Summa Theologiae (Benziger Bros. edition. trans. Fathers of The 
English Dominican Province. Retrieved from http://dhspriory.org/thomas/.

— De Veritate Html edition by Joseph Kenny, O.P. Retrieved from http://
dhspriory.org/thomas/

— (1882-1972). Opera omnia iussu impensaquae Leonis XIII, P.M. edita, vol. 
1-48, Rome.

Wojtyła, K. (1994). Osoba i czyn oraz inne studia antropologiczne. eds. T. Sty-
czeń. W. Chudy, J. Gałkowski, A. Rodziński, A. Szostek. Lublin: TN KUL.


